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DONOVAN E. WALKER 
Senior Counsel 
dwaikeiidahopower.com 	 U1UT’ 
December 29, 2010 
VIA HAND DELIVERY 
Jean D. Jewell, Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington Street 
P0. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
Re: Case No. IPC-E-10-61 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
FOR A DETERMINATION REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY SALES 
AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC ENERGY 
BETWEEN IDAHO POWER COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
Dear Ms. Jewell: 
Enclosed for filing please find an original and seven (7) copies of Idaho Power 
Company’s Application in the above matter. 
Very 	 yours, 
Donovan E. Walker 
DEW:csb 
Enclosures 
1221 W. Idaho St (83702) 
P.O. Box 70 
BOise, ID 83707 
10 of 399
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DONOVAN E. WALKER (ISB No. 5921) 
LISA D. NORDSTROM (ISB No. 5733) 
Idaho Power Company 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
Telephone: (208) 388-5317 
Facsimile: (208) 388-6936 
dwaIkertidahopower.com  
InordstromtidahoDower.cOm  
REC E V 
21110 DEC 29 PM 4: 41  
1DA1.- UTILITIES COMMiSSION 
Attorneys for Idaho Power Company 
Street Address for Express Mail: 
1221 West Idaho Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
	 ) 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR 
	
) CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
A DETERMINATION REGARDING THE 
	 ) 
FIRM ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT FOR ) APPLICATION 
THE SALE AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC ) 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER ) 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK WIND ) 
PARK, LLC. ) 
Idaho Power Company ("Idaho Power" or "Company"), in accordance with RP 52 
and the applicable provisions of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 
("PURPA"), hereby respectfully applies to the Idaho Public Utilities Commission (IPUC" 
or "Commission") for an Order accepting or rejecting the Firm Energy Sales Agreement 
("FESA") between Idaho Power and Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC ("Grouse Creek" or 
"Seller") under which Grouse Creek would sell and Idaho Power would purchase electric 
energy generated by the Grouse Creek Wind project ("Facility") located near Lynn, 
Utah. 
APPLICATION -1 
11 of 399
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  IDA  UBLI  TI I  
 I ) 
I  COMPANY FOR CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
 ) 
 ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT FOR ) A PLICATION 
  P ASE F E TRIC ) 
ERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER ) 
P NY AND GROUSE CREEK WIND ) 
ARK, LLC. ) 
-----------------------------) 
r ny (" r" r ),   i  5  
the a plicable provisions of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 
"), pectfu ly pplies to the Idaho Public Util ties Co mission ("I PUC" 
is ") for an rd  i l  A r ent 
") between Ida  r e Creek Wind Park, LL  ("  Creek" or 
) un hich rous l  l r  electric 
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I  1 
In support of this Application Idaho Power represents as follows: 
I. BACKGROUND 
1. Sections 201 and 210 of PURPA, and pertinent regulations of the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC"), require that regulated electric utilities 
purchase power produced by cogenerators or small power producers that obtain 
qualifying facility ("QF") status. The rate a QF receives for the sale of its power is 
generally referred to as the "avoided cost" rate and is to reflect the incremental cost to 
an electric utility of electric energy or capacity or both, which, but for the purchase from 
the QF, such utility would generate itself or purchase from another source. The 
Commission has authority under PURPA Sections 201 and 210 and the implementing 
regulations of the FERC, 18 C.F.R. § 292, to set avoided costs, to order electric utilities 
to enter into fixed-term obligations for the purchase of energy from QFs, and to 
implement FERC rules. 
2. Grouse Creek proposes to design, construct, install, own, operate, and 
maintain a 21 megawatt ("MW") (Maximum Capacity Amount) wind generating facility to 
be located near Lynn, Utah. The Facility will be a QF under the applicable provisions of 
PURPA. The FESA for this Facility, as well as the FESA for Grouse Creek Wind Park 
II, LLC, has been executed by Brett Woodard, of Wasatch Wind Intermountain, LLC, in 
his capacity as Manager of the LLCs for each of the aforementioned projects. 
3. On November 5, 2010, Idaho Power filed a Joint Petition and Motion 
seeking a reduction in the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap from 10 aMW to 
100 kilowatts ("kW"). Case No. GNR-E-10-04. On December 3, 2010, the Commission 
issued Order No. 32131 setting a Modified Procedure comment schedule with which to 
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develop a record for its decision regarding the Joint Petition and Motion’s request to 
lower the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap. Initial comments were filed on 
December 22, 2010, Reply Comments are due January 19, 2011, and Oral Argument is 
scheduled for January 27, 2011. The Commission also ordered that its decision 
regarding whether to reduce the published avoided cost eligibility cap become effective 
on December 14, 2010. 
4. Idaho Power has an obligation under federal law, FERC regulations, and 
this Commission’s Orders, that it has not been relieved of, to enter into power purchase 
agreements with PURPA QFs. As stated in the Joint Petition filing, Idaho Power has 
received a large amount, in terms of both volume and MWs, of requests from PURPA 
OF developers demanding to enter into published avoided cost rate FESAs. The 
Company continues to process these requests, in the ordinary course of business, and 
file the same for review with this Commission, as is its legal obligation. However, the 
request in this Application, as well as several other Applications that have been and will 
be filed over the course of the next couple of months, is made with the specific 
reservation of rights and incorporation of the averments set forth in the Joint Petition 
and the Company’s Comments regarding the possible negative effects to the both the 
utility and its customers of additional and unfettered PURPA OF generation on system 
reliability, utility operations, and costs of incorporating and integrating such a large 
penetration level of PURPA OF generation into the utility’s system. 
5. As recently as November 2, 2010, in the Yellowstone Power case, the 
Commission reiterated to Idaho Power that, "we intend for the Company to assist the 
Commission in its gatekeeper role of assuring that utility customers are not being asked 
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to pay more than the Company’s avoided cost for the QF contracts. We expect Idaho 
Power to rigorously review such contracts." Order No. 32104. Even though Idaho 
Power is legally obligated to continue to negotiate, execute, and submit PURPA QF 
contracts for Commission review, it also feels obligated to reiterate that the continuing 
and unchecked requirement for the Company to acquire additional intermittent and 
other QF generation regardless of its need for additional energy or capacity on its 
system not only circumvents the Integrated Resource Planning process and creates 
system reliability and operational issues, but it also increases the price its customers 
must pay for their energy needs. 
II. THE FIRM ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT 
6. On December 28, 2010, Idaho Power and Grouse Creek entered into a 
FESA pursuant to the terms and conditions of the various Commission Orders 
applicable to this PURPA agreement for a wind resource. See Order Nos. 30415, 
30488, 30738, and 31025. A copy of the FESA is attached to this Application as 
Attachment No. 1. Under the terms of this FESA, Grouse Creek elected to contract with 
Idaho Power for a 20-year term using the non-levelized published avoided cost rates as 
currently established by the Commission for energy deliveries of less than 10 average 
megawatts (aMW"). This FESA was executed by Grouse Creek on December 20, 
2010. It was subsequently executed by Idaho Power on December 28, 2010, and now 
filed for the Commission’s review on December 29, 2010. 
7. The nameplate rating of this Facility is 21 MW. As defined in paragraph 
1.17 and paragraph 4.1.3 of the FESA, Grouse Creek will be required to provide data on 
the Facility that Idaho Power will use to confirm that under normal and/or average 
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conditions, the Facility will not exceed 10 aMW on a monthly basis. Furthermore, as 
described in paragraph 7.5 of the FESA, should the Facility exceed 10 aMW on a 
monthly basis, Idaho Power will accept the energy (Inadvertent Energy) that does not 
exceed the Maximum Capacity Amount, but will not purchase or pay for this Inadvertent 
Energy. 
8. This PURPA wind agreement includes the Mechanical Availability 
Guarantee ("MAO"), Wind Integration Cost reduction, and Wind Forecasting cost 
sharing as required in Commission Order No. 30488. In addition, Grouse Creek and 
Idaho Power have agreed to Delay Liquidated Damages and associated Delay Security 
provisions of $45 per kW of nameplate capacity within this FESA that have previously 
been approved as reasonable by the Commission in several PURPA FESA5. See Case 
Nos. IPC-E-1 0-02, IPc-E-1 0-05, IPC-E-1 0-15, IPC-E-1 0-16, IPC-E-1 0-17, IPC-E-1 0-18, 
IPC-E-10-19, and IPC-E-10-22. 
9. Grouse Creek has elected June 1, 2013, as the Scheduled First Energy 
Date and December 1, 2013, as the Scheduled Operation Date for this Facility. See 
Appendix B. Various requirements have been placed upon Grouse Creek in order for 
Idaho Power to accept energy deliveries from this Facility. Idaho Power will monitor 
compliance with these initial requirements. In addition, Idaho Power will monitor the 
ongoing requirements through the full term of this FESA. 
10. The FESA, as signed and submitted by the parties thereto, contains non-
levelized published avoided cost rates in conformity with applicable IPUC Orders. All 
applicable interconnection charges and monthly operation and maintenance charges 
under Schedule 72 will be assessed to Grouse Creek. 
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11. The FESA provides that all applicable interconnection charges and 
monthly operational or maintenance charges under Schedule 72 will be assessed to 
Seller. The Facility is currently in the beginning stages of the generator interconnection 
process. The Facility is located outside of Idaho Power’s service territory and thus must 
complete the interconnection process with a different host utility. The FESA requires 
the Seller to acquire interconnection and continuous firm transmission capacity to a 
Point of Delivery on Idaho Power’s System. PURPA QF generation must be designated 
as a network resource (UDNR) on Idaho Power’s system, which requires Idaho Power - 
Power Supply to submit a Transmission Service Request ("TSR") on behalf of the 
Facility to Idaho Power Delivery. Resolution of any and all upgrades required to acquire 
transmission capacity for this Facility’s generation will be required in order for this 
Facility to be designated as a network resource. 
12. Seller has selected June 1, 2013, for the Scheduled First Energy Date and 
December 1, 2013, as the Scheduled Operation Date. Grouse Creek has been advised 
that it is Grouse Creek’s responsibility to work with the interconnecting utility and Idaho 
Power’s Delivery business unit to ensure that sufficient time and resources will be 
available to construct the interconnection facilities, and transmission upgrades if 
required, in time to allow the Facility to achieve the December 1, 2013, Scheduled 
Operation date. Seller has been further advised that delays in the interconnection or 
transmission process do not constitute excusable delays in achieving the Scheduled 
Operation date and if Seller fails to achieve the Scheduled Operation date at the times 
specified in the FESA, delay damages will be assessed. The developer of the Facility 
has advised Idaho Power that it is aware of these requirements and the accompanying 
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risk inherent in demanding to proceed with obligating itself to a Scheduled First Energy 
Date and Scheduled Operation Date in the FESA without knowing what upgrades will 
be required, and what time frame the interconnection and potential system network 
upgrades can be constructed within. Grouse Creek has advised Idaho Power that is 
has been advised of and is willing to take the responsibility and risk associated with 
electing to proceed with this contract without knowledge of the requirements of 
interconnection and possible transmission upgrades. 
13. Grouse Creek has also been made aware of and accepted the provisions 
of the FESA and the Company’s approved Tariff Schedule 72 regarding non-
compensated curtailment or disconnection of its Facility should certain operating 
conditions develop on the Company’s system. According to the standard provisions in 
Article XII of the FESA, curtailment without compensation may occur if there is an event 
of Force Majeure, a Forced Outage, or a temporary disconnection of the Facility in 
accordance with Tariff Schedule 72. If the generation from the Facility will have an 
adverse effect upon Idaho Power’s service to its customers, Idaho Power may 
temporarily disconnect the Facility from Idaho Power’s transmission/distribution system 
as specified within Schedule 72, or take such other reasonable steps as Idaho Power 
deems appropriate. The parties’ intent and understanding is that non-compensated 
curtailment would be exercised when the generation being provided by the Facility in 
certain operating conditions exceeds or approaches the minimum load levels of the 
Company’s system such that it may have a detrimental effect upon the Company’s 
ability to manage its thermal, hydro, and other resources in order to meet its obligation 
to reliably serve loads on its system. 
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14. Section 21 of the FESA provides that the FESA will not become effective 
until the Commission has approved all of the FESA’s terms and conditions and declared 
that all payments Idaho Power makes to Grouse Creek for purchases of energy will be 
allowed as prudently incurred expenses for ratemaking purposes. 
III MODIFIED PROCEDURE 
15. Idaho Power believes that a hearing is not necessary to consider the 
issues presented herein and respectfully requests that this Application be processed 
under Modified Procedure, i.e., by written submissions rather than by hearing. RP 201 
et seq. If, however, the Commission determines that a technical hearing is required, the 
Company stands ready to prepare and present its testimony in such hearing. 
IV. COMMUNICATIONS AND SERVICE OF PLEADINGS 
16. Communications and service of pleadings, exhibits, orders, and other 
documents relating to this proceeding should be sent to the following: 
Donovan E. Walker, Senior Counsel 
Lisa Nordstrom, Lead Counsel 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho Street 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
dwaIkercidahopower.com  
lnordstrom(idahoQower.com 
 
Randy C. Aliphin 
Energy Contract Administrator 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho Street 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
raIlphinidahopower.com  
V. REQUEST FOR RELIEF 
17. Idaho Power Company respectfully requests that the Commission issue 
an Order. (1) authorizing that this matter may be processed by Modified Procedure; (2) 
accepting or rejecting the Firm Energy Sales Agreement between Idaho Power 
Company and Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, without change or condition; and, if 
accepted, (3) declaring that all payments for purchases of energy under the Firm 
APPLICATION -8 
18 of 399
1 . i   t t  FESA wi   e f cti  
til the o is ion has   the 's tenns a  tions  
t l r  t  r se Creek for purchases of energy will be 
lo ed a  incurred e  f  i . 
II . 
 Idaho er believes that a g  ar t  consi r t  
i pr sented herein and respectfully reque ts that this Application be processed 
ified Procedure, i.e.,  ritten submis ions rather than  i . R  201 
t . f, ho ever, the issi  nn t  t chnical hearing is required, the 
 r dy t  r re and present its testimony in such hearing. 
. IONS   
 unications and r f pleadin , exhibit , orders, and other 
t  rel ti  t  t i  r eding should be sen  to the followi g: 
. l r  enior Counsel 
lis t   Counsel 
r ny 
 t 
. x  
i I   
l er@idahopower.co  
I @idahopower.co  
dy . All i  
r y ntract Ad inistrator 
r y 
 t t t 
. . x  
 
llphin@idahopower.com
REQUEST FOR RELIEF 
. o r  respectfull t  that the Commi sion i sue 
 r r: (1) authOrizing that this matter may be proce sed by Modified Procedure; (2) 
ing rej t  t  Finn Energy Sales Agr ement between Idaho Power 
nd Grouse Cr ek Wind Park, LLC, without change or condition; and, if 
c t (3) declari  that all payments for purchases of nergy under the Finn 
I I  - 8 
Energy Sales Agreement between Idaho Power Company and Grouse Creek Wind 
Park, LLC, be allowed as prudently Incurred expenses for ratemaking purposes. 
Respectfully submitted this 29 th day of December 2010. 
DONOVAN E. WALKER 
Attorney for Idaho Power Company 
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------------------------------- ~----~-----~--~~ 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 29 1h day of December 2010 I served a true and 
correct copy of the within and foregoing APPLICATION upon the following named 
parties by the method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
	 Hand Delivered 
Brett Woodard 	 X U.S. Mail 
Wasatch Wind Intermountain, LLC 
	 Overnight Mail 
2700 Homestead Road, Suite 210 
	 FAX 
Park City, Utah 84098 
	 X Email bwoodard(wasatchwind.com  
novan E. Walker 
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FIRM ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT 
(10 aMW or Less) 
Project Name: Grouse Creek Wind Park 
Project Number: 41455225 
THIS AGREEMENT, entered into on this 91 day of December, 2010 between 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC (Seller), and IDAHO POWER COMPANY, an Idaho corporation (Idaho 
Power), hereinafter sometimes referred to collectively as "Parties" or individually as "Party." 
wilymimiag 
WHEREAS, Seller will design, construct, own, maintain and operate an electric generation 
facility; and 
WHEREAS, Seller wishes to sell, and Idaho Power is willing to purchase, firm electric energy 
produced by the Seller’s Facility. 
THEREFORE, In consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements hereinafter set forth, the 
Parties agree as follows: 
ARTICLE I: DEFINITIONS 
As used in this Agreement and the appendices attached hereto, the following terms 
shall have the following meanings: 
	
1.1 	 "Ancillary Services" - Those services that are necessary to support the transmission of capacity 
and energy from the resource to loads while maintaining reliable operation of the transmission 
providers transmission system in accordance with Good Utility Practice. 
	
1.2 	 "Availability Shortfall Price" - The current month’s Mid-Columbia Market Energy Cost minus 
the current month’s All Hours Energy Price specified in paragraph 7.3 of this Agreement. If this 
calculation results in a value less than 15.00 Mills/kWh the result shall be 15.00 Mills/kWh. 
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------------------------------------------------
	1.3 	 "Business Days" - means any calendar day that is not a Saturday, a Sunday, or a NERC 
recognized holiday. 
	
1.4 	 "Calculated Net Energy Amount" - A monthly estimate, prepared and documented after the fact 
by Seller, reviewed and accepted by the Buyer that is the calculated monthly maximum energy 
deliveries (measured in kWh) for each individual wind turbine, totaled for the Facility to 
determine the total energy that the Facility could have delivered to the Transmitting Entity for 
delivery to Idaho Power during that month based upon: (1) each wind turbine’s Nameplate 
Capacity, (2) Sufficient Prime Mover available for use by each wind turbine during the month, 
(3) incidents of Force Majeure, (4) scheduled maintenance, or (5) incidents of Forced Outages 
less Losses and Station Use. If the duration of an event characterized as item 3,4 or 5 above 
(measured on each individual occurrence and individual wind turbine) lasts for less than 15 
minutes, then the event will not be considered in this calculation. The Seller shall collect and 
maintain actual data to support this calculation and shall keep this data for a minimum of 3 years. 
	
1.5 	 "Commission" - The Idaho Public Utilities Commission. 
	
1.6 	 "Contract Year" - The period commencing each calendar year on the same calendar date as the 
Operation Date and ending 364 days thereafter. 
	
1.7 	 "Delay Liquidated Damages"
- Damages payable to Idaho Power as calculated in paragraph 5.3, 
5.4, 5.5 and 5.6. 
	
1.8 	 "Delay Period" - All days past the Scheduled Operation Date until the Seller’s Facility achieves 
the Operation Date. 
	
1.9 	 "Delay Price" - Me current month’s Mid-Columbia Market Energy Cost minus the current 
month’s All Hours Energy Price specified in paragraph 7.3 of this Agreement. If this calculation 
results in a value less than 0, the result of this calculation will be 0. 
1.10 "Designated Dispatch Facility’ - Idaho Power’s Systems Operations Group, or any subsequent 
group designated by Idaho Power. 
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1.11 	 "Effective Date" - The date stated in the opening paragraph of this Firm Energy Sales 
Agreement representing the date upon which this Finn Energy Sales Agreement was fully 
executed by both Parties. 
1.12 "Facility" - That electric generation facility described in Appendix B of this Agreement. 
1.13 "First Enerwv Date" - The day commencing at 00:01 hours, Mountain Time, following the day 
that Seller has satisfied the requirements of Article 1V and the Seller begins delivering energy to 
the Idaho Power electrical system at the Point of Delivery. 
1.14 "Forced Outage" - a partial or total reduction of a) the Facility’s capacity to produce and/or 
deliver Net Energy to the Point of Delivery, orb) Idaho Power’s ability to accept Net Energy at 
the Point of Delivery for non-economic reasons, as a result of Idaho Power or Facility: 1) 
equipment failure which was not the result of negligence or lack of preventative maintenance, or 
2) responding to a transmission provider curtailment order, or 3) unplanned preventative 
maintenance to repair equipment that left unrepaired, would result in failure of equipment prior 
to the planned maintenance period, or 4) planned maintenance or construction of the Facility or 
electrical lines required to serve this Facility. The Parties shall make commercially reasonable 
efforts to perform this unplanned preventative maintenance during periods of low wind 
availability. 
1.15 "Heavy Load Hours" - The daily hours beginning at 7:00 am, ending at 11:00 pm Mountain 
Time, (16 hours) excluding all hours on all Sundays, New Years Day, Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving and Christmas. 
1.16 "Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area" or "Control Area" - The geographical area of 
integrated transmission and generation controlled by Idaho Power for which Idaho Power is 
responsible for scheduling interchanges with other control areas and balancing supply and 
demand within the area. The Control Area may include physical locations and/or electrical 
systems not served or owned by Idaho Power, but which are dependent upon Idaho Power’s 
operation of its generation and transmission to balance supply and demand. 
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1.17 "Inadvertent Energy" - Electric energy Seller does not intend to generate. Inadvertent energy is 
more particularly described in paragraph 7.5 of this Agreement. 
	
1.18 	 "Initial Capacity Determination" - The process by which Idaho Power confirms that under 
normal or average design conditions the Facility will generate at no more than ten (10) average 
MW per month and is therefore eligible to be paid the published rates in accordance with 
Commission Order No. 29632. 
1.19 "Light Load Hours" - The daily hours beginning at 11:00 pm, ending at 7:00 am Mountain Time 
(8 hours), plus all other hours on all Sundays, New Years Day, Memorial Day, Independence 
Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving and Christmas. 
1.20 "Losses’- The loss of electrical energy expressed in kilowatt hours (kWh) occurring as a result 
of the transformation and transmission of energy between the point where the Facility’s energy is 
metered and the point the Facility’s energy is delivered to the Idaho Power electrical system by 
the Transmitting Entity. The loss calculation formula will be as specified in Appendix B of this 
Agreement. 
1.21 "Market Energy Reference Price" - Eighty-five percent (85%) of the Mid-Columbia Market 
Energy Cost. 
1.22 "Material Breach" - A Default (paragraph 19.2.1) subject to paragraph 19.2.2. 
1.23 "Maximum Canacitv Amount" - The maximum capacity (MW) of the Facility will be as 
specified in Appendix B of this Agreement. 
1.24 "Mechanical Availability" - The percentage amount calculated by Seller within five (5) days after 
the end of each month of the Facility’s monthly actual Net Energy divided by the Facility’s 
Calculated Net Energy Amount for the applicable month. Any damages due as a result of the 
Seller failing short of the Mechanical Availability Guarantee for each month shall be determined 
in accordance with paragraph 6.4.4. 
1.25 "Mechanical Availability Guarantee" shall be as defined in paragraph 6.4. 
	
1.26 	 "Mid- Columbia Market Energy Cost" - The monthly weighted average of the daily on-peak 
and off-peak Dow Jones Mid-Columbia Index (Dow Jones Mid-C Index) prices for non-firm 
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energy. If the Dow Jones Mid-Columbia Index price is discontinued by the reporting agency, both 
Parties will mutually agree upon a replacement index, which is similar to the Dow Jones Mid-
Columbia Index. The selected replacement index will be consistent with other similar agreements 
and a commonly used index by the electrical industry. 
1.27 "Nameplate Caacitv" The full-load electrical quantities assigned by the designer to a generator 
and its prime mover or other piece of electrical equipment, such as transformers and circuit 
breakers, under standardized conditions, expressed in amperes, kilovolt-amperes, kilowatts, volts 
or other appropriate units. Usually indicated on a nameplate attached to the individual machine 
or device. 
1.28 "Net Enerv" - All of the electric energy produced by the Facility, less Station Use and Losses, 
expressed in kilowatt hours (kWh), which the Transmitting Entity delivers to Idaho Power on the 
Seller’s behalf, that is less than or equal to the Nameplate Capacity. Seller commits to deliver all 
energy produced by the Facility, less Station Use, and Losses, to the Transmitting Entity for 
delivery by the Transmitting Entity to Idaho Power at the Point of Delivery for the full term of the 
Agreement. Net 
 Energy does not include Inadvertent Energy. 
1.29 "Operation Date’ The day commencing at 00:01 hours, Mountain Time, following the day that 
all requirements of paragraph 5.2 have been completed. 
	
1.30 	 "Point of Delivery" - The location specified in Appendix B, where the Transmitting Entity 
delivers the Facility’s Net Energy and Inadvertent Energy to the Idaho Power electrical system. 
	
1.31 	 "Prudent Electrical Practices" - Those practices, methods and equipment that are commonly and 
ordinarily used in electrical engineering and operations to operate electric equipment lawfully, 
safely, dependably, efficiently and economically. 
1.32 "Scheduled Operation Date’
- The date specified in Appendix B when Seller anticipates 
achieving the Operation Date. It is expected that the Scheduled Operation Date provided by the 
Seller shall be a reasonable estimate of the date that the Seller anticipates that the Seller’s Facility 
shall achieve the Operation Date. 
1.33 "Season" - The three (3) periods identified in paragraph 6.2.1 of this Agreement. 
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 "Season" - The three (3) periods identified in p ragraph 6.2.1 of this Agr ement. 
1.34 "Station Use" - Electric energy that is used to operate equipment that is auxiliary or otherwise 
related to the production of electricity by the Facility. As this Facility is not located in the 
Idaho Power service territory, Idaho Power has no responsibility or ability to provide Station Use 
to this Facility. 
1.35 "Sufficient Prime Mover" means wind speed that is (1) equal to or greater than the generation 
unit’s manufacturer-specified minimum levels required for the generation unit to produce energy, 
and (2) equal to or less than the generation unit’s manufacturer-specified maximum levels at 
which the generation unit can safely produce energy. 
1.36 "Surplus Energy’
- All Net Energy produced by the Seller’s Facility and delivered by the 
Transmitting Entity on the Seller’s behalf to the Idaho Power electrical system prior to the 
Operation Date. 
1.37 "Total Cost of the Facility" - The total cost- of structures, equipment and appurtenances. 
1.38 "Transmitting Entity" - The signatory(s) (other than the Seller) to the Transmission Agreement 
referred to in paragraph 9.1 and its successors and assigns. 
1.39 "Wind Energy Production Forecast" - A forecast of energy deliveries from this Facility provided 
by an Idaho Power administered wind forecasting model. The Facility shall be responsible for an 
allocated portion of the total costs of the forecasting model as specified in Appendix E. 
ARTICLE II: NO RELIANCE ON IDAHO POWER 
	
2.1 	 Seller Independent Investigation - Seller warrants and represents to Idaho Power that in entering 
into this Agreement and the undertaking by Seller of the obligations set forth herein, Seller has 
investigated and determined that it is capable of performing hereunder and has not relied upon 
the advice, experience or expertise of Idaho Power in connection with the transactions 
contemplated by this Agreement. 
	
2.2 	 Seller Indeoendent Experts - All professionals or experts including, but not limited to, engineers, 
attorneys or accountants, that Seller may have consulted or relied on in undertaking the 
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ARTICLE III: WARRANTIES 
	
3.1 	 No Wananty by Idaho Power - Any review, acceptance or failure to review Seller’s design, 
specifications, equipment or facilities shall not be an endorsement or a confirmation by Idaho 
Power and Idaho Power makes no warranties, expressed or implied, regarding any aspect of 
Seller’s design, specifications, equipment or facilities, including, but not limited to, safety, 
durability, reliability, strength, capacity, adequacy or economic feasibility. 
	
3.2 	 Qualifying Facility Status - Seller warrants that the Facility is a "Qualifying Facility," as that term 
is used and defined in 18 CFR 292.201 et seq. Alter initial qualification, Seller will take such 
steps as may be required to maintain the Facility’s Qualifying Facility status during the term of 
this Agreement and Seller’s failure to maintain Qualifying Facility status will be a Material 
Breach of this Agreement. Idaho Power reserves the right to review the Facility’s Qualifying 
Facility status and associated support and compliance documents at anytime during the term of 
this Agreement. 
ARTICLE IV: CONDITIONS TO ACCEPTANCE OF ENERGY 
	
4.1 	 Prior to the First Energy Date and as a condition of Idaho Power’s acceptance of deliveries of 
energy from the Seller under this Agreement, Seller shall: 
4.1.1 Submit proof to Idaho Power that all licenses, permits or approvals necessary for Seller’s 
operations have been obtained from applicable federal, state or local authorities, 
including, but not limited to, evidence of compliance with Subpart B, 18 CFR 292.201 et 
seq. as a certified Qualifying Facility. 
4.1.2 Opinion of Counsel - Submit to Idaho Power an Opinion Letter signed by an attorney 
admitted to practice and in good standing in the State of Idaho providing an opinion that 
Seller’s licenses, permits and approvals as set forth in paragraph 4. 1.1 above are legally 
and validly issued, are held in the name of the Seller and, based on a reasonable 
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independent review, counsel is of the opinion that Seller is in substantial compliance with 
said permits as of the date of the Opinion Letter. The Opinion Letter will be in a form 
acceptable to Idaho Power and will acknowledge that the attorney rendering the opinion 
understands that Idaho Power is relying on said opinion. Idaho Power’s acceptance of the 
form will not be unreasonably withheld. The Opinion Letter will be governed by and 
shall be interpreted in accordance with the legal opinion accord of the American Bar 
Association Section of Business Law (1991). 
4.1.3 Initial Capacity Determination
.
- Submit to Idaho Power such data as Idaho Power may 
reasonably require to perform the Initial Capacity Determination. Such data will include 
but not be limited to, Nameplate Capacity, equipment specifications, prime mover data, 
resource characteristics, normal and/or average operating design conditions and Station 
Use data. Upon receipt of this information, Idaho Power will review the provided data 
and if necessary, request additional data to complete the Initial Capacity Determination 
within a reasonable time. 
4.1.3.1 If the Maximum Capacity specified in Appendix B of this Agreement and the 
cumulative manufacture Nameplate Capacity rating of the individual generation 
units at this Facility is less than ten (10) MW, the Seller shall submit detailed, 
manufacturer, verifiable data of the Nameplate Capacity ratings of the actual 
individual generation units to be installed at this Facility. Upon verification by 
Idaho Power that the data provided establishes the combined Nameplate Capacity 
rating of the generation units to be installed at this Facility is less than ten (10) 
MW, it will be deemed that the Seller has satisfied the Initial Capacity 
Determination for this Facility. 
4.1.4 Nameplate Capacity - Submit to Idaho Power manufacturer’s and engineering 
documentation that establishes the Nameplate Capacity of each individual generation unit 
that is included within this entire Facility. Upon receipt of this data, Idaho Power shall 
review the provided data and determine if the Nameplate Capacity specified is reasonable 
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based upon the manufacturer’s specified generation ratings for the specific generation 
units. 
4.1.5 Engineer’s Certifications - Submit an executed Engineer’s Certification of Design & 
Construction Adequacy and an Enginee?s Certification of Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) Policy as described in Commission Order No. 21690. These certificates will be 
in the form specified in Appendix C but may be modified to the extent necessary to 
recognize the different engineering disciplines providing the certificates. 
4.1.6 Insurance - Submit written proof to Idaho Power of all insurance required in Article Xffl. 
4.1.7 Transmission Agreement - Provide Idaho Power with a copy of (1) the Transmission 
Agreement executed by the Seller and the Transmitting Entity in a form acceptable to 
Idaho Power, and (2) confirmation that the Idaho Power delivery business unit has agreed 
to accept the Net Energy deliveries at the Point of Delivery in an amount up to the 
Maximum Capacity Amount. Idaho Power’s acceptance will not be unreasonably 
withheld and if the Facility is located outside of the Idaho Power service territory, in 
addition to the above requirements, the Seller must provide evidence that the Seller has 
acquired firm transmission capacity from all required transmitting entities to deliver the 
Facility’s energy to an acceptable point of delivery on the Idaho Power electrical system. 
4.1.8 Network Resource Designation - The Seller’s Facility has been designated as an 
Idaho Power network resource capable of delivering firm energy up to the amount of the 
Maximum Capacity at the Point of Delivery. 
4.1.8.1 Seller has provided all information required to enable Idaho Power to file an 
initial transmission capacity request. 
a) Results of the initial transmission capacity request are known and acceptable 
to the Seller. 
b) Seller acknowledges responsibility for all interconnection costs and any costs 
associated with acquiring adequate firm transmission capacity to enable the 
project to be classified as an Idaho Power designated firm network resource. 
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4.1.9 Ancillary Services - The Seller shall provide documentation and evidence that at the 
Seller’s expense the Seller has arranged for and secured Ancillary Services for this 
Facility for the full Term of this Agreement. 
4.1.10 Written Acceptance - Request and obtain written confirmation from Idaho Power that all 
conditions to acceptance of energy have been fulfilled. Such written confirmation shall be 
provided within a commercially reasonable time following the Seller’s request and will 
not be unreasonably withheld by Idaho Power. 
ARTICLE V: TERM AND OPERATION DATE 
	
5.1 	 jj - Subject to the provisions of paragraph 5.2 below, this Agreement shall become effective 
on the date first written and shall continue in full force and effect for a period of twenty (20) 
Contract Years from the Operation Date. 
	
5.2 	 Operation Date - The Operation Date may occur only after the Facility has achieved all of the 
following: 
a) Achieved the First Energy Date. 
b) Commission approval of this Agreement in a form acceptable to Idaho Power has 
been received. 
c) Seller has demonstrated to Idaho Power’s satisfaction that the Facility is complete and 
able to provide energy in a consistent, reliable and safe manner. 
d) Seller has requested an Operation Date from Idaho Power in a written format. 
e) Seller has received written confirmation from Idaho Power of the Operation Date. 
This confirmation will not be unreasonably withheld by Idaho Power. 
	
5.3 	 Operation Date Delay - Seller shall cause the Facility to achieve the Operation Date on or before 
the Scheduled Operation Date. Delays in the interconnection and transmission network upgrade 
study, design and construction process by any party (i.e. Seller, Idaho Power, host utility, 
Transmitting Entity(s), etc) that are not Force Majeure events accepted by both Parties, shall not 
prevent Delay Liquidated Damages from being due and owing as calculated in accordance with 
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i ti  ill t e reasonably ithheld by Idaho Power. 
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this Agreement. 
5.3.1 If the Operation Date occurs after the Scheduled Operation Date but on or prior to 90 
days following the Scheduled Operation Date, Seller shall pay Idaho Power Delay 
Liquidated Damages calculated at the end of each calendar month after the Scheduled 
Operation Date as follows: 
Delay Liquidated Damages are equal to ((Current month’s Initial Year Net 
Energy Amount as specified in paragraph 6.2.1 divided by the number of days in 
the current month) multiplied by the number of days in the Delay Period in the 
current month) multiplied by the current month’s Delay Price. 
5.32 If the Operation Date does not occur within ninety (90) days following the Scheduled 
Operation Date, the Seller shall pay Idaho Power Delay Liquidated Damages, in addition 
to those provided in paragraph 5.3.1, calculated as follows: 
Forty five dollars ($45) multiplied by the Maximum Capacity with the Maximum 
Capacity being measured in W. 
	
5.4 	 If Seller fails to achieve the Operation Date within ninety (90) days following the Scheduled 
Operation Date, such failure will be a Material Breach and Idaho Power may terminate this 
Agreement at any time until the Seller cures the Material Breach. Additional Delay Liquidated 
Damages beyond those calculated in 5.3.1 and 5.3.2 will be calculated and payable using the 
Delay Liquidated Damage calculation described in 5.3.1 above for all days exceeding ninety (90) 
days past the Scheduled Operation Date until such time as the Seller cures this Material Breach or 
Idaho Power terminates this Agreement. 
	
5.5 	 Seller shall pay Idaho Power any calculated Delay Damages or Delay Liquidated Damages within 
seven (7) days of when Idaho Power calculates and presents any Delay Damages or Delay 
Liquidated Damages billings to the Seller. Seller’s failure to pay these damages within the 
specified time will be a Material Breach of this Agreement and Idaho Power shall draw fluids 
from the Delay Security provided by the Seller in an amount equal to the calculated Delay 
Damages or Delay Liquidated Damages. 
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5.6 	 The Parties agree that the damages Idaho Power would incur due to delay in the Facility 
achieving the Operation Date on or before the Scheduled Operation Date would be difficult or 
impossible to predict with certainty, and that the Delay Liquidated Damages are an appropriate 
approximation of such damages. 
	
5.7 	 Prior to the Seller executing this Agreement, the Seller shall have agreed to and executed a Letter 
of Understanding with Idaho Power that contains at minimum the following requirements: 
a) Seller has filed for interconnection and is in compliance with all payments 
and requirements of the interconnection process, and 
b) Seller has provided all information required to enable Idaho Power to ifie an 
initial transmission capacity request. 
	
5.8 	 Within thirty (30) days of the date of a final non-appealable Commission Order as specified in 
Article XXI approving this Agreement; Seller shall post liquid security ("Delay Security") in a 
form as described in Appendix D equal to or exceeding the amount calculated in paragraph 5.8.1. 
Failure to post this Delay Security in the time specified above will be a Material Breach of this 
Agreement and Idaho Power may terminate this Agreement. 
5.8.1 Delay Security The greater of forty-five dollars ($45) multiplied by the Maximum 
Capacity with the Maximum Capacity being measured in kW or the sum of three month’s 
estimated revenue. Where the estimated three months of revenue is the estimated revenue 
associated with the first three full months following the estimated Scheduled Operation 
Date, the estimated kWh of energy production as specified in paragraph 6.2.1 for those 
three months multiplied by the All Hours Energy Price specified in paragraph 7.3 for 
each of those three months. 
5.8.1.1 In the event (a) Seller provides Idaho Power with certification that (I) a 
Generation Interconnection Agreement and Transmission Agreement specifying 
a schedule that will enable this Facility to achieve the Operation Date no later 
than the Scheduled Operation Date has been completed and the Seller has paid all 
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required interconnection and transmission costs, or (2) a Generation 
Interconnection Agreement and Transmission Agreement are substantially 
complete and all material costs of interconnection and transmission have been 
identified and agreed upon and the Seller is in compliance with all terms and 
conditions of the Generation Interconnection Agreement and the Transmission 
Agreement, the Delay Security calculated in accordance with paragraph 5.8.1 
will be reduced by ten percent (10%). 
5.8.1.2 If the Seller has received a reduction in the calculated Delay Security as specified 
in paragraph 5.8.1.1 and subsequently (1) at Seller’s request, the Generation 
Interconnection Agreement specified in paragraph 5.8.1.1 is revised and as a 
result the Facility will not achieve its Operation Date by the Scheduled Operation 
Date, or (2) if the Seller does not maintain compliance with the Generation 
Interconnection Agreement, the full amount of the Delay Security as calculated 
in paragraph 5.8.1 will be subject to reinstatement and will be due and owing 
within 5 business days from the date Idaho Power requests reinstatement. Failure 
to timely reinstate the Delay Security will be a Material Breach of this 
Agreement. 
5.8.2 Idaho Power shall release any remaining security posted hereunder after all calculated 
Delay Damages and/or Delay Liquidated Damages are paid in full to Idaho Power at the 
earlier of: 1) thirty (30) days after the Operation Date has been achieved, or 2) sixty (60) 
days after the Agreement has been terminated.. 
ARTICLE VI: PURCHASE AND SALE OF NET ENERGY 
6.1 	 Delivery and Acceptance of Net Energy - Except when either Party’s performance is excused as 
provided herein, Idaho Power will purchase and Seller will sell all of the Net Energy produced by 
the Facility and delivered by the Transmitting Entity to Idaho Power at the Point of Delivery. All 
Inadvertent Energy produced by the Facility will also be delivered by the Transmitting Entity to 
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Idaho Power at the Point of Delivery. At no time will the total amount of Net Energy and/or 
Inadvertent Energy produced by the Facility and delivered by the Transmitting Entity on behalf of 
the Seller to the Point of Delivery exceed the Maximum Capacity Amount. 
6.2 	 Net Energy Amounts - Seller intends to produce and the Transmitting Entity shall deliver Net 
Energy in the following monthly amounts. These amounts shall be consistent with the 
Mechanical Availability Guarantee. 
6.2.1 Initial Year Monthly Net Ener2v Amounts: 
Month 
	 kWh  
March 7,440,000 
Season 1 April 5,614,100 
May 4,547,000 
July 1,524,500 
August 2,513,400 
Season 2 November 6,686,300 
December 6,941,400 
June 6,405,000 
September 3,566,300 
Season 3 October 6,306,500 
January 6,178,900 
February 6,720,000 
	
6.3 	 Unless excused by an event of Force Majeure, Seller’s failure to produce and/or the Transmitting 
Entity(s) failure to deliver Net Energy in any Contract Year in an amount equal to at least ten 
percent (100/6) of the sum of the Initial Year Monthly Net Energy Amounts as specified in 
paragraph 6.2 shall constitute an event of default. 
	
6.4 	 Mechanical Availability Guarantee - After the Operational Date has been established, the Facility 
shall achieve a minimum monthly Mechanical Availability of 85% for the Facility for each month 
during the full term of this Agreement (the "Mechanical Availability Guarantee"). Failure to 
achieve the Mechanical Availability Guarantee shall result in Idaho Power calculating damages as 
specified in paragraph 6.4.4. 
6.4.1 At the same time the Seller provides the Monthly Power Production and Availability 
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Report (Appendix A), the Seller shall provide and certify the calculation of the Facility’s 
current month’s Mechanical Availability. The Seller shall include a summary of all 
information used to calculate the Calculated Net Energy Amount including but not 
limited to: (a) Forced Outages, (b) Force Majeure events, (c) wind speeds and the impact 
on generation output, and (c) scheduled maintenance and Station Use information. 
6.4.2 The Seller shall maintain and retain for three (3) years detailed documentation supporting 
the monthly calculation of the Facility’s Mechanical Availability. 
6.4.3 Idaho Power shall have the right to review and audit the documentation supporting the 
calculation of the Facility’s Mechanical Availability at reasonable times at the Seller’s 
offices. 
6.4.4 If the current month’s Mechanical Availability is less than the Mechanical Availability 
Guarantee, damages shall be equal to: 
((85 percent of the month’s Calculated Net Energy Amount) minus the 
month’s actual Net Energy deliveries) multiplied by the Availability Shortfall 
Price. 
6.4.5 Any damages calculated in paragraph 6.4.4 will be offset against the current month’s 
energy payment. If an unpaid balance remains after the damages are offset against the 
energy payment, the Seller shall pay in full the remaining balance within thirty (30) days 
of the date of the invoice. 
ARTICLE VII: PURCHASE PRICE AND METHOD OF PAYMENT 
7.1 	 Heavy Load Purchase Price - For all Net Energy received during Heavy Load Hours, 
Idaho Power will pay the non-levelized energy price in accordance with Commission Order 
31025 adjusted in accordance with Commission Order 30415 for Heavy Load Hour Energy 
deliveries, adjusted in accordance with Commission Order 30488 for the wind integration charge, 
and with seasonalization factors applied: 
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Season 1 - (73.50 %) 
	
Season 2 - (120.00 %) Season 3 - (100.00 %) 
Year 	 Mills/kWh 	 Mills/kWh 	 Mills/kWh 
2010 40.52 66.15 55.12 
2011 42.80 69.87 58.24 
2012 45.32 74.00 61.66 
2013 47.71 78.18 64.92 
2014 50.29 82.74 68.42 
2015 53.05 87.64 72.17 
2016 54.64 90.46 74.34 
2017 56.20 93.23 76.61 
2018 57.90 96.25 79.12 
2019 59.57 99.21 81.59 
2020 61.29 102.27 84.14 
2021 63.33 105.90 87.16 
2022 65.46 109.67 90.31 
2023 67.67 113.59 93.57 
2024 69.97 117.66 96.97 
2025 72.35 121.90 100.50 
2026 74.38 125.49 103.49 
2027 76.62 129.20 106.58 
2028 78.96 133.03 109.77 
2029 81.38 136.97 113.06 
2030 83.87 141.04 116.45 
2031 87.22 146.51 121.01 
2032 90.15 151.30 125.00 
2033 93.19 156.26 129.13 
7.2 	 Light Load Purchase Price - For all Net Energy received during Light Load Hours, Idaho Power 
will pay the non-levelized energy price in accordance with Commission Order 31025 adjusted in 
accordance with Commission Order 30415 for Light Load Hour Energy deliveries, adjusted in 
accordance with Commission Order 30488 for the wind integration charge, and with 
seasonalization factors applied: 
Season I - (73.50 %) 	 Season 2- (120.00 %) Season 3 - (100.00 %) 
Year 	 Mills/kWh 	 Mills/kWh 	 Mills/kWh 
2010 35.59 58.11 48.42 
2011 37.88 61.84 51.54 
2012 40.40 65.95 54.96 
2013 42.79 69.86 58.22 
2014 45.37 74.06 61.72 
2015 48.13 78.91 65.48 
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2016 49.72 81.73 67.64 
2017 51.28 84.50 69.76 
2018 52.97 87.51 72.07 
2019 54.65 90.47 74.35 
2020 56.37 93.53 76.86 
2021 58.41 97.16 79.88 
2022 60.54 100.93 83.03 
2023 62.74 104.85 86.29 
2024 65.04 108.92 89.69 
2025 67.43 113.16 93.22 
2026 69.45 116.76 96.21 
2027 71.55 120.47 99.30 
2028 73.70 124.29 102.49 
2029 76.03 128.24 105.78 
2030 78.52 132.31 109.17 
2031 81.87 137.77 113.73 
2032 84.80 142.56 117.72 
2033 87.84 147.52 121.85 
7.3 	 All Hours Energy Price - The price to be used in the calculation of the Surplus Energy Price and 
Delay Price shall be the non-levelized energy price in accordance with Commission Order 31025 
adjusted in accordance with Commission Order 30488 for the wind integration charge, and with 
seasonalization factors applied: 
Season I - (73.50 %) 
	
Season 2 - (120.00 %) Season 3 - (100.00 %) 
Year 	 Mill 	 I Mills/kWh 	 Mills/kWh 
2010 38.33 62.57 52.14 
2011 40.61 66.30 55.26 
2012 43.13 70.42 58.68 
2013 45.52 74.33 61.93 
2014 48.10 78.85 65.44 
2015 50.86 83.75 69.19 
2016 52.45 86.58 71.36 
2017 54.01 89.35 73.48 
2018 55.71 92.36 75.88 
2019 57.37 95.32 78.35 
2020 59.10 98.38 80.90 
2021 61.14 102.01 83.92 
2022 63.27 105.78 87.07 
2023 65.48 109.70 90.33 
2024 67.78 113.77 93.73 
2025 70.16 118.01 97.26 
2026 72.18 121.60 100.25 
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2027 74.28 125.31 103.35 
2028 76.58 129.14 106.53 
2029 79.00 133.09 109.82 
2030 81.49 137.16 113.21 
2031 84.84 142.62 117.77 
2032 87.77 147.41 121.76 
2033 90.81 152.37 125.89 
	
7.4 	 Surolus Energy Price - For all Surplus Energy, Idaho Power shall pay to the Seller the current 
month’s Market Energy Reference Price or the All Hours Energy Price specified in paragraph 
7.3, whichever is lower. 
	
7.5 	 Inadvertent  
7.5.1 	 Inadvertent Energy is electric energy produced by the Facility, expressed in kWh, 
which the Transmitting Entity(s) delivers on the Seller’s behalf to Idaho Power at the 
Point of Delivery that exceeds 10,000 kW multiplied by the hours in the specific 
month in which the energy was delivered. (For example January contains 744 hours. 
744 hours times 10,000 kW = 7,440,000 kWh. Energy delivered in January in excess 
of 7,440, 000 kWh in this example would be Inadvertent Energy.) 
7.5.2 	 Although Seller intends to design and operate the Facility to generate no more than 
10 average MW and therefore does not intend to generate Inadvertent Energy, 
Idaho Power will accept Inadvertent Energy that does not exceed the Maximum 
Capacity Amount but will not purchase or pay for Inadvertent Energy. 
	
7.6 	 Payment Due Date - Undisputed Energy payments, less the Wind Energy Production Forecasting 
Monthly Cost Allocation (MCA) described in Appendix E and any other payments due Idaho 
Power, will be disbursed to the Seller within thirty (30) days of the date which Idaho Power 
receives and accepts the documentation of the monthly Mechanical Available Guarantee and the 
Net Energy actually delivered to Idaho Power as specified in Appendix A. 
	
7.7 	 Continuing Jurisdiction of the Commission This Agreement is a special contract and, as such, the 
rates, terms and conditions contained in this Agreement will be construed in accordance with 
Idaho Power Company v. Idaho Public Utilities Commission and Afton Energy. Inc., 107 Idaho 
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781, 693 P.2d 427 (1984), Idaho Power Company v. Idaho Public Utilities Commission. 107 
Idaho 1122, 695 P.2d 1 261 (1985), Afton Energy. Inc. v. Idaho Power Company. 111 Idaho 925, 
729 P.2d 400 (1986), Section 210 of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 and 18 
CFR §292.303-308. 
ARTICLE VIII: ENVIRONMENTAL ATTRIBUTES 
	
8.1 	 Seller retains ownership under this Agreement of green tags and renewable energy certificates 
(RECs), or the equivalent environmental attributes, directly associated with the production of 
energy from the Seller’s Facility sold to Idaho Power. 
ARTICLE IX: TRANSMISSION AGREEMENT 
9.1 Transmission Agreement - The Seller will arrange and pay for the delivery of Net Energy and 
Inadvertent Energy over the facilities of the Transmitting Entity(s) (Bonneville Power 
Administration) to the Point of Delivery. The delivery of Net Energy and Inadvertent Energy 
from the Facility to the Idaho Power Point of Delivery shall be in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of a Transmission Agreement between the Seller and the Transmitting Entities. The 
Transmission Agreement must provide for continuous firm transmission capacity on the 
Transmitting Entities system for no less than the Maximum Capacity Amount and for the full 
Term of this Agreement. 
	
9.2 	 Acceptance of Transmission Aareement - This Agreement is expressly conditioned and 
contingent upon Idaho Power’s acceptance of the Transmission Agreement. Such acceptance will 
not be unreasonably withheld. A default by Seller under the Transmission Agreement will be a 
Material Breach under this Agreement. 
	
9.3 	 Losses - Idaho Power will only purchase the Net Energy that is delivered by the Transmitting 
Entity to Idaho Power at the Point of Delivery. Losses will be calculated as provided in 
Appendix B of this Agreement. 
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9.4 	 Required Transmission Agreement provisions for Facilities not located within the Idaho Power 
Electrical System Control Area - 
If the Facility is not located within the Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area, the 
following requirements must be contained within the Transmission Agreement (s); 
9.4.1 Scheduling and delivery of Net Energy - The Transmission Agreement shall 
include provisions that require the Transmitting Entity(s) to schedule and deliver 
the Facility’s energy to Idaho Power in accordance with industry standard 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) scheduling processes and 
procedures. 
9.4.2 Energy Reserve Requirements - The Transmitting Entity(s) will provide all 
generation reserves as required by the WECC and/or as required by any other 
governing agency or industry standard to deliver the Net Energy to the specified 
Point(s) of Delivery. 
9.4.3 Documentation - Seller and/or the Transmitting Entity will provide Idaho Power 
with monthly documentation in a form acceptable to Idaho Power showing the 
amount of energy scheduled and delivered to Idaho Power on an hourly basis. 
If the Facility is located within the Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area but not 
within the Idaho Power service territory a combination of, energy scheduling, metering 
and telemetry equipment meeting Idaho Power standards shall be required to be in place 
that will provide Idaho Power accurate instantaneous Net Energy deliveries being made 
to Idaho Power at the Point of Delivery at any moment in time as well as the capability to 
record the Net Energy deliveries for an extended period of time to provide the necessary 
Net Energy delivery data to administer this Agreement. The Seller shall be responsible 
for making all necessary arrangements and for the cost of this process and equipment. 
The specific equipment and schedule process shall be specified in more detail in 
Appendix B of this Agreement. 
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ARTICLE X - RECORDS 
10.1 Maintenance of Records - Seller shall maintain at the Facility or such other location mutually 
acceptable to the Parties adequate total generation, Net Energy, Station Use, Inadvertent Energy 
and maximum generation (kW) records in a form and content acceptable to Idaho Power. 
10.2 Insi,ection - Either Party, after reasonable notice to the other Party, shall have the right, during 
normal business hours, to inspect and audit any or all generation, Net Energy, Station Use, 
Inadvertent Energy and maximum generation (kw) records pertaining to the Seller’s Facility. 
ARTICLE XI: OPERATIONS 
11 .1 Communications - Idaho Power, the Transmitting Entity(s) and the Seller shall maintain 
appropriate operating communications through Idaho Power’s Designated Dispatch Facility in 
accordance with Appendix A of tbis Agreement. 
11 .2 Energy Acceptance - 
12.2.1 Idaho Power shall be excused from accepting and paying for Net Energy or accepting 
Inadvertent Energy which would have otherwise been produced by the Facility and 
delivered by the Transmitting Entity(s) on behalf of the Seller to the Point of Delivery, if 
it is prevented from doing so by an event of Force Majeure, Forced Outage or if 
Idaho Power determines that curtailment, interruption or reduction of Net Energy or 
Inadvertent Energy deliveries is necessary because of line construction, electrical system 
maintenance requirements, emergencies, electrical system operating conditions, or 
electrical system reliability emergencies on its system or as otherwise required by 
Prudent Electrical Practices. If, for reasons other than an event of Force Majeure or a 
Forced Outage, a temporary disconnection that exceeds twenty (20) days, beginning with 
the twenty-first day of such interruption, curtailment or reduction, Seller will be deemed 
to be delivering Net Energy at a rate equivalent to the pro rata daily average of the 
amounts specified for the applicable month in paragraph 6.2. Idaho Power will notify 
Seller when the interruption, curtailment or reduction is terminated. 
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11.2.2 Under no circumstances will the Transmitting Entity(s) on Seller’s behalf deliver Net 
Energy and/or Inadvertent Energy from the Facility to the Point of Delivery in an amount 
that exceeds the Maximum Capacity Amount at any moment in time. Either the 
Transmitting Entity(s) or Seller’s failure to limit deliveries to the Maximum Capacity 
Amount will be a Material Breach of this Agreement. 
11.2.3 If Idaho Power is unable to accept the energy from this Facility and is not excused from 
accepting the Facility’s energy, Idaho Power’s damages shall be limited to only the value 
of the estimated energy that Idaho Power was unable to accept. Idaho Power will have 
no responsibility to pay for any other costs, lost revenue or consequential damages the 
Facility may incur. 
11.3 Scheduled Maintenance On or before January 31St of each calendar year, Seller shall submit a 
written proposed maintenance schedule of significant Facility and/or Transmitting Entity 
maintenance for that calendar year and Idaho Power, Seller and Transmitting Entity shall 
mutually agree as to the acceptability of the proposed schedule. The Parties determination as to 
the acceptability of the Seller’s timetable for scheduled maintenance will take into consideration 
Prudent Electrical Practices, Idaho Power system requirements and the Seller’s preferred 
schedule. Neither Party shall unreasonably withhold acceptance of the proposed maintenance 
schedule. 
11.4 Maintenance Coordination - The Seller, Idaho Power and the Transmitting Entity(s) shall, to the 
extent practical, coordinate their respective line and Facility maintenance schedules such that they 
occur simultaneously. 
11.5 Contact Prior to Curtailment - Idaho Power will make a reasonable attempt to contact the Seller 
and/or the Transmitting Entity prior to exercising its rights to curtail, interrupt or reduce 
deliveries from the Transmitting Entity from the Seller’s Facility. Seller and the Transmitting 
Entity understand that, in the case of emergency circumstances, real time operations of the 
electrical system, and/or unplanned events Idaho Power may not be able to provide notice to the 
Seller or the Transmitting Entity prior to interruption, curtailment, or reduction of electrical 
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energy deliveries to Idaho Power. 
ARTICLE XII: RELIABILITY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
If the Facility is not located within the Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area, the Seller will be 
required to comply with the Reliability Management processes of the control area operator having control 
of the specific location of the Facility and this Article XII will not apply. If the Facility is located within 
the Idaho Power Control Area, the Seller is required to comply with the following: 
12.1 Purpose. In order to maintain the reliable operation of the transmission grid, the WECC 
Reliability Criteria Agreement sets forth reliability criteria adopted by the WECC to which Seller 
and Idaho Power shall be required to comply. Seller acknowledges receipt and understanding of 
the WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement and how it pertains to the Seller’s Facility. 
12.2 Compliance. Seller shall comply with the requirements of the WECC Reliability Criteria 
Agreement, including the applicable WECC reliability criteria set forth in Section IV of Annex A 
thereof, and, in the event of failure to comply, Seller agrees to be subject to the sanctions 
applicable to such failure. Such sanctions shall be assessed pursuant to the procedures contained 
in the WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement. Each and all of the provisions of the WECC 
Reliability Criteria Agreement are hereby incorporated by reference into this Article XII as 
though set forth fully herein, and Seller shall for all purposes be considered a Participant, and 
shall be entitled to all of the rights and privileges and be subject to all of the obligations of a 
Participant, under and in connection with the WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement, including, 
but not limited to the rights, privileges and obligations set forth in Sections 5,6 and 10 of the 
WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement. 
12.3 Payment of Sanctions. Seller shall be responsible for reimbursing Idaho Power for any monetary 
sanctions assessed against Idaho Power by WECC due to the action or inaction of the Seller, 
pursuant to the WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement. Seller also shall be responsible for 
payment of any monetary sanction assessed against the Seller by WECC pursuant to the WECC 
Reliability Criteria Agreement. Any such payment shall be made pursuant to the procedures 
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specified in the WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement. 
12.4 Transfer of Control or Sale of Generation Facilities. In any sale or transfer of control of any 
generation facilities subject to this Agreement, Seller shall, as a condition of such sale or transfer, 
require the acquiring party or transferee with respect to the transferred facilities either to assume 
the obligations of the Seller with respect to this Agreement or to enter into an agreement with 
Idaho Power imposing on the acquiring party or transferee the same obligations applicable to the 
Seller pursuant to this Article XII. 
12.5 Publication. Seller consents to the release by the WECC of information related to the Seller’s 
compliance with this Agreement only in accordance with the WECC Reliability Criteria 
Agreement. 
12.6 Third Parties. Except for the rights and obligations between the WECC and the Seller specified 
in this Article XII, this Agreement creates contractual rights and obligations solely between the 
Parties. Nothing in this Agreement shall create, as between the Parties or with respect to the 
WECC: (a) any obligation or liability whatsoever (other than as expressly provided in this 
Agreement), or (b) any duty or standard of care whatsoever. In addition, nothing in this 
Agreement shall create any duty, liability or standard of care whatsoever as to any other party. 
Except for the rights, as a third-party beneficiary under this Article XII, of the WECC against the 
Seller for the Seller, no third party shall have any rights whatsoever with respect to enforcement 
of any provision of this Agreement. Idaho Power and the Seller expressly intend that the WECC 
is a third-party beneficiary to this Article XII, and the WECC shall have the right to seek to 
enforce against the Seller any provision of this Article XII, provided that specific performance 
shall be the sole remedy available to the WECC pursuant to Article XII of this Agreement, and 
the Seller shall not be liable to the WECC pursuant to this Agreement for damages of any kind 
whatsoever (other than the payment of sanctions to the WECC, if so construed), whether direct, 
compensatory, special, indirect, consequential, or punitive. 
12.7 Reserved Rights. Nothing in the Article XII of this Agreement or the WECC Reliability Criteria 
Agreement shall affect the right of Idaho Power, subject to any necessary regulatory approval, to 
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take such other measures to maintain reliability, including disconnection that Idaho Power may 
otherwise be entitled to take. 
12.8 Termination of Article XII. Seller may terminate its obligations pursuant to this Article XII: 
12.8.1 If after the effective date of this Article XII, the requirements of the WECC Reliability 
Criteria Agreement applicable to the Seller are amended so as to adversely affect the 
Seller, provided that the Seller gives fifteen (15) days’ notice of such termination to 
Idaho Power and WECC within forty-five (45) days of the date of issuance of a FERC 
order accepting such amendment for filing, provided further that the forty-five (45) day 
period within which notice of termination is required may be extended by the Seller for 
an additional forty-five (45) days if the Seller gives written notice to Idaho Power of such 
requested extension within the initial forty-five (45) day period; or 
12.8.2 For any reason on one year’s written notice to Idaho Power and the WECC. 
ARTICLE XIII: INDEMNIFICATION AND INSURANCE 
13.1 Indemnification - Each Party shall agree to hold harmless and to indemnify the other Party, its 
officers, agents, affiliates, subsidiaries, parent company and employees against all loss, damage, 
expense and liability to third persons for injury to or death of person or injury to property, 
proximately caused by the indemnifying Party’s (a) construction, ownership, operation or 
maintenance of, or by failure of, any of such Party’s works or facilities used in connection with 
this Agreement, or (b) negligent or intentional acts, errors or omissions. The indemnifying Party 
shall, on the other Party’s request, defend any suit asserting a claim covered by this indemnity. 
The indemnifying Party shall pay all documented costs, including reasonable attorney fees that 
may be incurred by the other Party in enforcing this indemnity. 
13.2 	 Insurance - During the term of this Agreement, Seller shall secure and continuously carry the 
following insurance coverage: 
13.2.1 Comprehensive General Liability Insurance for both bodily injury and property damage 
with limits equal to $1,000,000, each occurrence, combined single limit. The deductible 
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for such insurance shall be consistent with current Insurance Industry Utility practices for 
similar property. 
13.2.2 The above insurance coverage shall be placed with an insurance company with an A.M. 
Best Company rating of A- or better and shall include: 
(a) An endorsement naming Idaho Power as an additional insured and loss payee as 
applicable; and 
(b) A provision stating that such policy shall not be canceled or the limits of liability 
reduced without sixty (60) days’ prior written notice to Idaho Power. 
13.3 Seller to Provide Certificate of Insurance - As required in paragraph 4.1.6 herein and annually 
thereafter, Seller shall furnish Idaho Power a certificate of insurance, together with the 
endorsements required therein, evidencing the coverage as set forth above. 
	
13.4 	 Seller to Notify Idaho Power of Loss of Coverage - If the insurance coverage required by 
paragraph 13.2 shall lapse for any reason, Seller will immediately notify Idaho Power in writing. 
The notice will advise Idaho Power of the specific reason for the lapse and the steps Seller is 
taking to reinstate the coverage. Failure to provide this notice and to expeditiously reinstate or 
replace the coverage will constitute a Material Breach of this Agreement. 
ARTICLE XIV: FORCE MAJEURE 
14.1 As used in this Agreement, "Force Majeure" or "an event of Force Majeure" means any cause 
beyond the control of the Seller or of Idaho Power which, despite the exercise of due diligence, 
such Party is unable to prevent or overcome. Force Majeure includes, but is not limited to, acts of 
God, fire, flood, storms, wars, hostilities, civil strife, strikes and other labor disturbances, 
earthquakes, fires, lightning, epidemics, sabotage, or changes in law or regulation occurring after 
the effective date, which, by the exercise of reasonable foresight such party could not reasonably 
have been expected to avoid and by the exercise of due diligence, it shall be unable to overcome. 
If either Party is rendered wholly or in part unable to perform its obligations under this 
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Agreement because of an event of Force Majeure, both Parties shall be excused from whatever 
Performance is affected by the event of Force Majeure, provided that: 
(1) The non-performing Party shall, as soon as is reasonably possible after the 
occurrence of the Force Majeure, give the other Party written notice describing 
the particulars of the occurrence. 
(2) The suspension of performance shall be of no greater scope and of no longer 
duration than is required by the event of Force Majeure. 
(3) No obligations of either Party which arose before the occurrence causing the 
suspension of performance and which could and should have been fully 
performed before such occurrence shall be excused as a result of such 
occurrence. 
ARTICLE XV: LIABILITY: DEDICATION 
15.1 Limitation of Liability. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to create any duty to, any 
standard of care with reference to, or any liability to any person not a Party to this Agreement. 
Neither party shall be liable to the other for any indirect, special, consequential, nor punitive 
damages, except as expressly authorized by this Agreement. 
15.2 Dedication. No undertaking by one Party to the other under any provision of this Agreement 
shall constitute the dedication of that Party’s system or any portion thereof to the Party or the 
public or affect the status of Idaho Power as an independent public utility corporation or Seller as 
an independent individual or entity. 
ARTICLE XVI: SEVERAL OBLIGATIONS 
16.1 	 Except where specifically stated in this Agreement to be otherwise, the duties, obligations and 
liabilities of the Parties are intended to be several and not joint or collective. Nothing contained 
in this Agreement shall ever be construed to create an association, trust, partnership or joint 
venture or impose a trust or partnership duty, obligation or liability on or with regard to either 
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Party. Each Party shall be individually and severally liable for its own obligations under this 
Agreement. 
ARTICLE XVII: WAIVER 
17.1 Any waiver at any time by either Party of its rights with respect to a default under this Agreement 
or with respect to any other matters arising in connection with this Agreement shall not be 
deemed a waiver with respect to any subsequent default or other matter. 
ARTICLE XVffl: CHOICE OF LAWS AND VENUE 
18.1 This Agreement shall be construed and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of 
Idaho without reference to its choice of law provisions. 
18.2 Venue for any litigation arising out of or related to this Agreement will he in the District Court of 
the Fourth Judicial District of Idaho in and for the County of Ada. 
ARTICLE XIX: DISPUTES AND DEFAULT 
19.1 	 DisDutes - All disputes related to or arising under this Agreement, including, but not limited to, 
the interpretation of the terms and conditions of this Agreement, will be submitted to the 
Commission for resolution. 
19.2 Notice of Default 
19.2.1 	 Defaults. If either Party fails to perform any of the terms or conditions of this 
Agreement (an "event of default"), the non-defaulting Party shall cause notice in 
writing to be given to the defaulting Party, specifying the manner in which such 
default occurred. If the defaulting Party shall fail to cure such default within the sixty 
(60) days after service of such notice, or if the defaulting Party reasonably 
demonstrates to the other Party that the default can be cured within a commercially 
reasonable time but not within such sixty (60) day period and then fails to diligently 
pursue such cure, then, the non-defaulting Party may, at its option, terminate this 
Agreement and/or pursue its legal or equitable remedies. 
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	19.2.2 	 Material Breaches - The notice and cure provisions in paragraph 19.2.1 do not apply 
to defaults identified in this Agreement as Material Breaches. Material Breaches must 
be cured as expeditiously as possible following occurrence of the breach. 
19.3 Security for Performance - Prior to the Operation Date and thereafter for the full term of this 
Agreement, Seller will provide Idaho Power with the following: 
	
19.3.1 	 Insurance - Evidence of compliance with the provisions of paragraph 13.2. If Seller 
fails to comply, such failure will be a Material Breach and may Qfljy be cured by 
Seller supplying evidence that the required insurance coverage has been replaced or 
reinstated; 
	
19.3.2 
	 Engineer’s Certifications - Every three (3) years after the Operation Date, Seller will 
supply Idaho Power with a Certification of Ongoing Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) from a Registered Professional Engineer licensed in the State of Idaho, which 
Certification of Ongoing 0 & M shall be in the form specified in Appendix C. Seller’s 
failure to supply the required certificate will be an event of default. Such a default 
may only be cured by Seller providing the required certificate; and 
19.3.3 Licenses and Permits - During the full term of this Agreement, Seller shall maintain 
compliance with all permits and licenses described in paragraph 4.1.1 of this 
Agreement. In addition, Seller will supply Idaho Power with copies of any new or 
additional permits or licenses. At least every fifth Contract Year, Seller will update the 
documentation described in Paragraph 4.1.1. If at any time Seller fails to maintain 
compliance with the permits and licenses described in paragraph 4.1.1 or to provide 
the documentation required by this paragraph, such failure will be an event of default 
and may gy be cured by Seller submitting to Idaho Power evidence of compliance 
from the permitting agency. 
ARTICLE XX: GOVERNMENTAL AUThORIZATION 
20.1 This Agreement is subject to the jurisdiction of those governmental agencies having control over 
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ARTICLE XXI: COMMISSION ORDER 
21.1 This Agreement shall become finally effective upon the Commission’s approval of all terms and 
provisions hereof without change or condition and declaration that all payments to be made to 
Seller hereunder shall be allowed as prudently incurred expenses for ratemaking purposes. 
ARTICLE XXII: SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS 
22.1 This Agreement and all of the terms and provisions hereof shall be binding upon and inure to the 
benefit of the respective successors and assigns of the Parties hereto, except that no assignment 
hereof by either Party shall become effective without the written consent of both Parties being 
first obtained. Such consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
any party which Idaho Power may consolidate, or into which it may merge, or to which it may 
convey or transfer substantially all of its electric utility assets, shall automatically, without further 
act, and without need of consent or approval by the Seller, succeed to all of Idaho Power’s rights, 
obligations and interests under this Agreement. This article shall not prevent a financing entity 
with recorded or secured rights from exercising all rights and remedies available to it under law 
or contract. Idaho Power shall have the right to be notified by the financing entity that it is 
exercising such rights or remedies. 
ARTICLE XXffl: MODIFICATION 
23.1 No modification to this Agreement shall be valid unless it is in writing and signed by both Parties 
and subsequently approved by the Commission. 
ARTICLE XX1V: TAXES 
24.1 Each Party shall pay before delinquency all taxes and other governmental charges which, if failed 
to be paid when due, could result in a lien upon the Facility or the Interconnection Facilities. 
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ARTICLE XXV: NOTICES 
25.1 All written notices under this Agreement shall be directed as follows and shall be considered 
delivered when faxed, e-mailed and confirmed with deposit in the U.S. Mail, first-class, postage 
prepaid, as follows: 
To Seller: 
Original document to: 
Brett Woodard 
Wasatch Wind Intermountain, LLC 
2700 Homestead Rd, Suite 210 
Park City, UT 84098 
Telephone: 435-503-8822 
Cell: 	 972-832-7609 
FAX: 	 435-647-5889 
E-mail: bwoodard@wasatchwind.com  
To Idaho Power. 
Orininal document to: 
Vice President, Power Supply 
Idaho Power Company 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
Email: Lgrow@idahopower.com  
Copy of document to: 
Cogeneration and Small Power Production 
Idaho Power Company 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
E-mail: rallphin(idahopower.com  
Either Party may change the contact person and/or address information listed above, by providing written 
notice from an authorized person representing the Party. 
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ARTICLE XXVI: ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
26.1 This Agreement includes the following appendices, which are attached hereto and included by 
reference: 
Appendix A - 
	
Monthly Power Production and Availability Report 
Appendix B - 
	 Facility and Point of Delivery 
Appendix C - 
	 Engineer’s Certifications 
Appendix D - 
	 Forms of Liquid Security 
Appendix E - 
	
Wind Energy Production Forecasting 
ARTICLE XXVII: SEVERABILITY 
27.1 The invalidity or unenforceabiity of any term or provision of this Agreement shall not affect the 
validity or enforceability of any other terms or provisions and this Agreement shall be construed 
in all other respects as if the invalid or unenforceable term or provision were omitted. 
ARTICLE XXVffl: COUNTERPARTS 
28.1 This Agreement may be executed in two or more counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an 
original but all of which together shall constitute one and the same instrument. 
ARTICLE XXIX: ENTIRE AGREEMENT 
29.1 This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement of the Parties concerning the subject matter 
hereof and supersedes all prior or contemporaneous oral or written agreements between the 
Parties concerning the subject matter hereof. 
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IN WiTNESS \VHEREOF, The Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed 
in their respective names on the dates set forth below: 
Idaho Power Company 	 Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
By 	 By 
	
Lisa A Grow 	 Brett Woodard 
Sr. Vice President, Power Supply 	 Manager 
Dated 	 IZ’ 2 
	 10 	 Dated 	 24 
	
"Idaho Power" 
	
"Seller" 
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APPENDIX A 
Ai MONTHLY POWER PRODUCTION AND AVAILABILiTY REPORT 
At the end of each month the following required documentation will be submitted to: 
Idaho Power Company 
Attn: Cogeneration and Small Power Production 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
The Meter readings required on this report will be the reading on the Meter Equipment measuring the 
Facility’s Net Energy delivered by the Transmitting Entity to the Idaho Power electrical system and/or 
any other required energy measurements to adequately administer this Agreement. If the Metering 
Equipment is not located at the point which is able to measure the exact energy deliveries to the 
Idaho Power electrical system, then the metered energy amounts will be adjusted to account for electrical 
Losses occurring between the metering point and the point which the energy is delivered to the 
Idaho Power electrical system. 
This report shall also include the Seller’s calculation of the Mechanical Availability. 
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Idaho Power Company 
Cogeneration and Small Power Production 
MONTHLY POWER PRODUCTION AND AVAILABILITY REPORT 
Month 
	
Year 
Project Name 	 Project Number: 
Address 	 Phone Number: 
City 	 State 	 Zip 
Meter Number: 
End of Month kWh Meter Reading: 
Beginning of Month kWh Meter: 
Difference: 
Times Meter Constaith 
kWh for the Month: 
Metered Demand: 
Net Facility 	 Station 
Outuut 	 Usaue 
Station 
Usage 
Metered 
Maxhmm GetatIou 
kW 
Net Generation 
Mechanical Availability Guarantee 
Seller Calculated Mechanical Availability 
 
As specified in this Agreement, the Seller shall include with this monthly report a summary statement of the 
Mechanical Availability of this Facility for the calendar month. This summary shall include details as to how 
the Seller calculated this value and summary of the Facility data used In the calculation. Idaho Power and 
the Seller shall work together to mutually develop a summary report that provides the required data. Idaho 
Power reserves the right to review the detailed data used In this calculation as allowed within the Agreement. 
Signature 	 Date 
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A 2 MONTHLY POWER PRODUCTION AND SWITCHING REPORT FOR PROJECTS 
LOCATED OUTSIDE OF THE IDAHO POWER ELECTRICAL SYSTEM CONTROL AREA. 
a.) The Transmitting Entity will schedule and deliver the Facility’s Net Energy to the 
Idaho Power electrical system at the Point of Delivery in accordance with the electrical 
industry standard WECC scheduling and delivery processes. As specified in paragraph 9.4 
the Seller and/or the Transmitting Entity shall provide Idaho Power with monthly 
documentation indicating the hourly energy scheduled and delivered to Idaho Power. This 
documentation will be reconciled with Idaho Power records of energy scheduled and received 
from this Facility. In the event a discrepancy exists between the Idaho Power records and the 
Seller / Transmitting Entity documents, Idaho Power records will be considered to be 
accurate until such time as Idaho Power, the Seller and the Transmitting Entity mutually 
agree on an adjustment to the Idaho Power records. 
b.) The Seller shall submit to Idaho Power a Monthly Power Production and Switching Report as 
specified in Appendix A-i of this Agreement. The meter readings on this report shall be the 
meter readings at the actual Facility measuring the actual energy deliveries to Transmitting 
Entity at the Facility. 
A4 ROUTINE REPORTING FOR PROJECTS OUTSIDE OF THE IDAHO POWER 
ELECTRICAL SYSTEM CONTROL AREA. 
The Seller and Transmitting Entity shall maintain appropriate communications with the 
Idaho Power Designed Dispatch Facility in compliance with electric industry standard WECC energy 
scheduling processes and procedures. 
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Seller’s Contact Information 
24-Hour Project Operational Contact 
Name: 
Telephone Number: 
Cell Phone: 
Project On-site Contact information 
Telephone Number: 
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FACILITY AND POINT OF DELIVERY 
Project Name: Grouse Creek Wind Park 
Project Number: 41455225 
B-i DESCRIPTION OF FACILITY 
(Must include the Nameplate Capacity rating and VAR capability (1)0th leading and lagging) of all 
generation units to be included in the Facility.) 
21 MW wind energy facility consisting of seven, 3.0 MW Vestas 3.0 V-112 wind turbine 
generators. 
The maximum output at rated power. 
Leading VAR Capability (VARS provided by machine, overexcited) 0.98 leading power factor or 
0.61 MVAR per machine, for a total of 4.26 MVAR for the site. Lagging VAR capability (VARS 
absorbed by machine, underexcited) 0.96 lagging power factor or 0.88 MVAR per machine, for a 
total of 6.13 MVAR for the site. 
Var Capability Leading is 6.31 WAR Lagging is 9.3 MVAR 
If the Seller wishes to substitute different wind turbines, under no circumstances will the 
Nameplate Capacity exceed 21 MW and the Seller shall provide detailed specifications of the 
proposed substitute wind turbines to Idaho Power prior to the Seller procuring the substitute wind 
turbines or beginning of construction of this Facility. Idaho Power will then review this detailed 
information and either accept or reject the Seller’s proposed substitute wind turbines. 
Idaho Power’s acceptance of the substitute wind turbines will be required by both confirmations 
that the interconnection is able to accommodate the substitute wind turbines and that the 
substitute wind turbines are acceptable under this Agreement. Only after Idaho Power’s 
acceptance of the substitute wind turbines shall the Seller be allowed to install the substitute wind 
38 
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B-2 LOCATION OF FACILITY 
Near: Lynn, UT 
Sections: 8. 16, 17 Township: 14 N Range: 17 W County: Box Elder, UT 
Description of Interconnection Location: Between the BPA Bridge and West Wendover 
Substations on the BPA 138 kV transmission line. 
Nearest Idaho Power Substation: Minidoka substation 
B-3 SCHEDULED FIRST ENERGY AND OPERATION DATE 
Seller has selected June 1. 2013 as the Scheduled First Energy Date. 
Seller has selected December 1. 2013 as the Scheduled Operation Date. 
In making these selections, Seller recognizes that adequate testing of the Facility and completion 
of all requirements in paragraph 5.2 of this Agreement must be completed prior to the project 
being granted an Operation Date. 
B4 MAXIMUM CAPACITY AMOUNT: 
This value will be 21 MW which is consistent with the value provided by the Seller to 
interconnection provider and the Transmitting Entity(s). This value is the maximum energy 
(MW) that potentially could be delivered by Transmitting Entity to the Idaho Power Point of 
Delivery on the Seller’s behalf, from the Seller’s Facility at any moment in time. 
B-5 POINT OF DELIVERY 
Mimdoka Substation is point on the Idaho Power electrical system where the Sellers Facility’s 
Net energy is delivered by the Transmitting Entity to the Idaho Power electrical system. 
B-6 LOSSES 
For Facilities within the Idaho Power Electrical System Control area - If the Idaho Power 
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Metering equipment is capable of measuring the exact energy deliveries by the Transmitting 
Entity on behalf of the Seller to the Idaho Power electrical system at the Point of Delivery, no 
Losses will be calculated for this Facility. If the Idaho Power Metering is unable to measure the 
exact energy deliveries by the Transmitting Entity on behalf of the Seller to the Idaho Power 
electrical system at the Point of Delivery, a Losses calculation will be established to measure the 
energy losses (kWh) between the Seller’s Facility and the Idaho Power Point of Delivery. This 
loss calculation will be initially set at 2% (or any other reasonably determined value by Idaho 
Power) of the kWh energy production recorded on the Facility generation metering equipment. 
At such time as Seller provides Idaho Power with the electrical equipment specifications 
(transformer loss specifications, conductor sizes, etc) of all of the electrical equipment between 
the Facility and the Idaho Power electrical system, Idaho Power will configure a revised loss 
calculation formula to be agreed to by both parties and used to calculate the kWh Losses for the 
remaining term of the Agreement. If at any time during the term of this Agreement, Idaho Power 
determines that the loss calculation does not correctly reflect the actual kWh losses attributed to 
the electrical equipment between the Facility and the Idaho Power electrical system, Idaho Power 
may adjust the calculation and retroactively adjust the previous months kWh loss calculations. 
For Facilities outside of the Idaho Power Electrical Control area - Idaho Power will only pay for 
Net Energy that is scheduled and delivered by the Transmitting Entity to the Point of Delivery. 
All energy Losses between the Facility and the Point of Delivery will be borne by either the 
Transmitting Entity or the Seller. 
B-7 INTERCONNECTION FACILITIES 
The Seller and Transmitting Entity shall construct, operate and maintain the Facility and all 
interconnection and protection equipment in accordance with Prudent Electrical Practices, the 
National Electric Safety Code and any other applicable local, state and federal codes 
B-8 METERING AND TELEMETRY 
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For Facilities located within the Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area 
Metering EcluiDment - At the muumum the Metering Equipment and Telemetry equipment 
must be able to provide and record hourly energy deliveries by the Transmitting Entity to the 
Point of Delivery and any other energy measurements required to administer this Agreement. 
Telemetry Equipment - At the minimum the Telemetry Equipment must be able to provide 
Idaho Power with continuous instantaneous telemetry of the Facility’s energy deliveries to 
the Transmitting Entity. The Seller will arrange for and make available at Seller’s cost, a 
communications circuit acceptable to Idaho Power, dedicated to Idaho Power’s use to be used 
for load profiling and another communications circuit dedicated to Idaho Power’s 
communication equipment for continuous telemetering of the Facility’s energy deliveries to 
the Transmitting Entity to Idaho Power’s Designated Dispatch Facility. 
All costs including but not limited to actual equipment, installation, engineering, monthly 
communication circuit fees, operations and maintenance will be the responsibility of the 
Seller. 
Exact details of the Metering and Telemetry equipment and specifications will need to be 
added to this appendix once more information becomes available in regards to the physical 
and electrical configuration at this site and the configuration of the interconnection at the 
Point of Delivery. 
For Facilities located outside of the Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area 
Metering Equipment - At the minimum the Metering Equipment must be able to provide and 
record hourly energy deliveries by the Facility to the Transmitting Entity and any other 
energy measurements required to administer this Agreement. 
Telemetry Equipment - If Telemetry Equipment is required by the Transmitting Entity and 
the Transmitting Entity and Idaho Power determine that it is required that Idaho Power have 
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access to the automated data. The Seller shall be responsible for all costs associated with 
providing the automated telemetry data to Idaho Power. 
Exact details of the Metering and Tdemety equipment and specifications will need to be added 
to this appendix once more information becomes available in regards to the physical and 
electrical configuration at this site and the configuration of the interconnection at the Point of 
Delivery. 
B-8 NETWORK RESOURCE DESIGNATION 
Idaho Power cannot accept or pay for generation from this Facility until a Network Resource 
Designation ("NRD") application has been accepted by Idaho Power’s delivery business unit. 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC") rules require Idaho Power to prepare and 
submit the NRD. Because much of the information Idaho Power needs to prepare the NRD is 
specific to the Seller’s Facility, Idaho Power’s ability to file the NRD in a timely manner is 
contingent upon timely receipt of the required information from the Seller. Prior to Idaho Power 
beginning the process to enable Idaho Power to submit a request for NRD status for this Facility, 
the Seller shall have completed all requirements as specified in Paragraph 5.7 of this Agreement. 
Seller’s failure to provide complete and accurate information in a timely manner can 
significantly impact Idaho Power’s ability and cost to attain the NRD designation for the 
Seller’s Facility and the Seller shall bear the costs of any of these delays that are a result of 
any action or inaction by the Seller. 
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ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATION 
OF 
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE POLICY 
The undersigned 	 , on behalf of himself/herself and 
hereinafter collectively referred to as "Engineer," hereby states and certifies to the Seller 
as follows: 
1. That Engineer is a Licensed Professional Engineer in good standing in the State of Idaho. 
2. That Engineer has reviewed the Energy Sales Agreement, hereinafter "Agreement," between 
Idaho Power as Buyer, and 
	 as Seller, dated__________________ 
3. That the cogeneration or small power production project which is the subject of the Agreement 
and this Statement is identified as IPCo Facility No. 
	
and is hereinafter referred to as 
the "Project." 
4. That the Project, which is commonly known as the 
	
Project, is located in 
Section 	 Township _______ Range 
	 , Boise Meridian, 	 County, Idaho. 
5. That Engineer recognizes that the Agreement provides for the Project to furnish electrical energy 
to Idaho Power for a 
	 year period. 
6. That Engineer has substantial experience in the design, construction and operation of electric 
power plants of the same type as this Project. 
7. That Engineer has no economic relationship to the Design Engineer of this Project. 
8. That Engineer has reviewed and/or supervised the review of the Policy for Operation and 
Maintenance ("O&M") for this Project and it is his professional opinion that, provided said Project has 
been designed and built to appropriate standards, adherence to said O&M Policy will result in the 
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______________ oJ. on behalf of himself7herself and 
_____ ,  ll ti ely refe red to as "Engin er," hereby s ates and certifies o the Seller 
.   si al ngineer in good standing in the State of Idaho. 
.  revie  the Energy Sales Agr ement, hereinafter "Agr ement," betw en 
 ,  s Seller, dated _  '
. t  cogeneration or small power production project which is the subject of the Agre ment 
 State ent is identified as IPCo Fac lity No.   reinafter refe red to as 
.  
  r ject. hich is commonly known as the  located in 
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  ineer recognizes that the Agr ement provides for the Project to furnish lectrical nergy 
  r f r    
  subst ti experi in the design, construction and operation of lectric 
r ts f t  s e t  as this Project. 
 r   i  r lationship to the esign Engineer of this Project. 
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 ) f r t is r ject and it is his profe sional opinion that, provided said Project has 
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Project’s producing at or near the design electrical output, efficiency and plant factor for a 	 year 
period. 
9. That Engineer recognizes that Idaho Power, in accordance with paragraph 5.2 of the Agreement, 
is relying on Engineer’s representations and opinions contained in this Statement. 
10. That Engineer certifies that the above statements are complete, true and accurate to the best of 
his/her knowledge and therefore sets his/her hand and seal below. 
(RE. Stamp) 
Date 
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 i eer recognizes that Idaho Power, in accordance with p ragraph  r ent, 
 '  i  i  t i  t t e t. 
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l   t r f re sets is/her hand and seal below. 
By ____________________ __ 
P . . ta ) 
Dare ______________________ __ 
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APPENDIX C 
ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATION 
OF 
ONGOING OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 
The undersigned 	 on behalf of himself/herself 
and 	 hereinafter collectively referred to as "Engineer," hereby states and 
certifies to the Seller as follows: 
1. That Engineer is a Licensed Professional Engineer in good standing in the State of Idaho. 
2. That Engineer has reviewed the Energy Sales Agreement, hereinafter "Agreement," between 
Idaho Power as Buyer, and 	 as Seller, dated_____________________ 
3. That the cogeneration or small power production project which is the subject of the Agreement 
and this Statement is identified as IPCo Facility No. 
	
and hereinafter referred to as the 
"Project". 
4. That the Project, which is commonly known as the 	 Project, is located in 
Section 	 Township _______Range 
	
, Boise Meridian, 	 County, Idaho. 
5. That Engineer recognizes that the Agreement provides for the Project to furnish electrical energy 
to Idaho Power for a 
	 year period. 
6. That Engineer has substantial experience in the design, construction and operation of electric 
power plants of the same type as this Project. 
7. That Engineer has no economic relationship to the Design Engineer of this Project. 
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 rsi ed _____________ --',  lf f hi selflherself 
__________ r i ft r ll ti el  referred to as "Engineer," h reby states and 
   ller  f ll
. i er is  icensed rofessional Engineer in good standing in the State ofIdaho. 
 b s revie e  the Energy Sales Agr ement. hereinafter "Agr ement," betw en 
I  r  r,  s eller, dated _ ' 
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8. That Engineer has made a physical inspection of said Project, its operations and maintenance 
records since the last previous certified inspection. It is Engineer’s professional opinion, based on the 
Project’s appearance, that its ongoing O&M has been substantially in accordance with said O&M Policy; 
that it is in reasonably good operating condition; and that if adherence to said O&M Policy continues, the 
Project will continue producing at or near its design electrical output, efficiency and plant factor for the 
remaining _____years of the Agreement. 
9. That Engineer recognizes that Idaho Power, in accordance with paragraph 5.2 of the Agreement, 
is relying on Engineer’s representations and opinions contained in this Statement. 
10. That Engineer certifies that the above statements are complete, true and accurate to the best of 
his/her knowledge and therefore sets his/her hand and seal below. 
By 
(P.E. Stamp) 
Date 
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APPENDIX C 
ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATION 
xt 
DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION ADEQUACY 
The undersigned 	 on behalf of himself/herself and 
hereinafter collectively referred to as "Engineer", hereby states and 
certifies to Idaho Power as follows: 
1. That Engineer is a Licensed Professional Engineer in good standing in the State of Idaho. 
2. That Engineer has reviewed the Firm Energy Sales Agreement, hereinafter "Agreement", 
between Idaho Power as Buyer, and 
	
as Seller, dated  
3. That the cogeneration or small power production project, which is the subject of the 
Agreement and this Statement, is identified as IPCo Facility No 	 is hereinafter 
referred to as the "Project". 
4. That the Project, which is commonly known as the 	 Project, is located in 
Section 	 Township 
	 Range 	 , Boise Meridian, 	 County, Idaho. 
5. That Engineer recognizes that the Agreement provides for the Project to furnish electrical 
energy to Idaho Power for a 
	 year period. 
6. That Engineer has substantial experience in the design, construction and operation of 
electric power plants of the same type as this Project. 
7. That Engineer has no economic relationship to the Design Engineer of this Project and 
has made the analysis of the plans and specifications independently. 
8. That Engineer has reviewed the engineering design and construction of the Project, 
including the civil work, electrical work, generating equipment, prime mover conveyance system, Seller 
furnished Interconnection Facilities and other Project facilities and equipment. 
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  er s f ll : 
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 -
9. That the Project has been constructed in accordance with said plans and specifications, all 
applicable codes and consistent with Prudent Electrical Practices as that term is described in the 
Agreement. 
10. That the design and construction of the Project is such that with reasonable and prudent 
operation and maintenance practices by Seller, the Project is capable of performing in accordance with the 
terms of the Agreement and with Prudent Electrical Practices for a __________ year period. 
11. That Engineer recognizes that Idaho Power, in accordance with paragraph 5.2 of the 
Agreement, in interconnecting the Project with its system, is relying on Engineer’s representations and 
opinions contained in this Statement. 
12. That Engineer certifies that the above statements are complete, true and accurate to the 
best of his/her knowledge and therefore sets his/her hand and seal below. 
By 
(P.E. Stamp) 
Date 
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APPENDIX D 
FORMS OF LIQUID SECURITY 
The Seller shall provide Idaho Power with commercially reasonable security instruments such as 
Cash Escrow Security, Guarantee or Letter of Credit as those terms are defined below or other 
forms of liquid financial security that would provide readily available cash to Idaho Power to 
satisfy the Delay Security requirement and any other security requirement within this Agreement. 
For the purpose of this Appendix D, the term "Credit Requirements" shall mean acceptable 
financial creditworthiness of the entity providing the security instrument in relation to the term of 
the obligation in the reasonable judgment of Idaho Power, provided that any guarantee and/or 
letter of credit issued by any other entity with a short-term or long-term investment grade credit 
rating by Standard & Poor’s Corporation or Moody’s Investor Services, Inc. shall be deemed to 
have acceptable financial creditworthiness. 
1. Cash Escrow Security - Seller shall deposit funds in an escrow account established by the 
Seller in a banking institution acceptable to both Parties equal to the Delay Security or any 
other required security amount(s). The Seller shall be responsible for all costs, and receive 
any interest earned associated with establishing and maintaining the escrow account(s). 
2. Guarantee or Letter of Credit Security - Seller shall post and maintain in an amount equal to 
the Delay Security or other required security amount(s): (a) a guaranty from a party that 
satisfies the Credit Requirements, in a form acceptable to Idaho Power at its discretion, or (b) 
an irrevocable Letter of Credit in a form acceptable to Idaho Power, in favor of Idaho Power. 
The Letter of Credit will be issued by a financial institution acceptable to both parties. The 
Seller shall be responsible for all costs associated with establishing and maintaining the 
Guarantee(s) or Letter(s) of Credit. 
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APPENDIX E 
WIND ENERGY PRODUCTION FORECASTING 
As specified in Commission Order 30488, Idaho Power shall make use of a Wind Energy Production 
Forecasting model to forecast the energy production from this Facility and other Qualifying Facility wind 
generation resources. Seller and Idaho Power will share the cost of Wind Energy Production Forecasting. 
The Facility’s share of Wind Energy Production Forecasting is determined as specified below. Sellers 
share will not be greater than 0.1% of the total energy payments made to Seller by Idaho Power during the 
previous Contract Year. 
a. For every month of this Agreement beginning with the first full month after the 
First Energy Date as specified in Appendix of this Agreement, the Wind Energy 
Production Forecasting Monthly Cost Allocation (MCA) will be due and payable 
by the Seller. Any Wind Energy Production Forecasting Monthly Cost 
Allocations (MCA) that are not reimbursed to Idaho Power shall be deducted 
from energy payments to the Seller. 
As the value of the 0.1% cap of the Facilities total energy payments will not 
be known until the first Contract Year is complete, at the end of the first 
Contract Year any prior allocations that exceeded the 0.1% cap shall be 
adjusted to reflect the 0.1% cap and if the Facility has paid the monthly 
allocations a refund will be included in equal monthly amounts over the 
ensuing Contract Year. If the Facility has not paid the monthly allocations 
the amount due Idaho Power will be adjusted accordingly and the unpaid 
balance will be deducted from the ensuing Contract Year’s energy payments. 
b. During the first Contract Year, as the value of the 0.1% cap of the Facilities total 
energy payments will not be known until the first Contract Year is complete, 
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Idaho Power will deduct the Facility’s calculated share of the Wind Energy 
Production Forecasting costs specified in item d each month during the first 
Contract Year and subsequently refund any overpayment (payments that exceed 
the cap) in equal monthly amounts over the ensuing Contract Year. 
c. The cost allocation formula described below will be reviewed and revised if 
necessary on the last day of any month in which the cumulative MW nameplate 
of wind projects having Commission approved agreements to deliver energy to 
Idaho Power has been revised by an action of the Commission. 
d. The monthly cost allocation will be based upon the following formula: 
Where: Total MW (TMW) is equal to the total nameplate rating of all QF wind 
projects that are under contract to provide energy to Idaho Power 
Company. 
Facility MW (FMW) is equal to the nameplate rating of this Facility as 
specified in Appendix B. 
Annual Wind Energy Production Forecasting Cost (AFCost) is equal 
to the total annual cost Idaho Power incurs to provide Wind Energy 
Production Forecasting. Idaho Power will estimate the AFCost for the 
current year based upon the previous year’s cost and expected costs for 
the current year. At year-end, Idaho Power will compare the actual costs 
to the estimated costs and any differences between the estimated AFCost 
and the actual AFCost will be included in the next year’s AFCost. 
Annual Cost Allocation (ACA) = AFCost X (FMW / TMW) 
And 
Monthly Cost Allocation (MCA) = ACA /12 
e. The Wind Energy Production Forecasting Monthly Cost Allocation (MCA) is 
due and payable to Idaho Power. The MCA will first be netted against any 
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moth1y energy payments owed to the Seller. If the netting of the MCA against 
the monthly energy payments results in a balance being due Idaho Power, the 
Facility shall pay this amount within 15 days of the date of the payment invoice. 
} 
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RECE!V: 	
An IDACORP Company 
PM t ti I 
DONOVAN E. WALKER  
Senior Counsel 	 UTILITIES tX. 
dwaikeridah000wer.com  
December 29, 2010 
VIA HAND DELIVERY 
Jean P. Jewell, Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington Street 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
Re: Case No. IPC-E-10-62 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
FOR A DETERMINATION REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY SALES 
AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC ENERGY 
BETWEEN IDAHO POWER COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK II, LLC 
Dear Ms. Jewell: 
Enclosed for filing please find an original and seven (7) copies of Idaho Power 
Company’s Application in the above matter. 
	
Very 	 yours, 
Donovan E. Walker 
DEW:csb 
Enclosures 
1221 W. Idaho St. (83702) 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, 1083707 
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ise.  07 
DONOVAN E. WALKER (ISB No. 5921) 
LISA D. NORDSTROM (ISB No. 5733) 
Idaho Power Company 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
Telephone: (208) 388-5317 
Facsimile: (208) 388-6936 
dwaIkeridahołower.com  
lnordstrom(idahoDower.com  
REcE! ’/’ 
2010 
 DEC 29 f’fl 4: 
IDAH1 UL:L; 
UTILITIES COMMISSJQ1 
Attorneys for Idaho Power Company 
Street Address for Express Mail: 
1221 West Idaho Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 	 ) 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR 
	
) CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
A DETERMINATION REGARDING THE 
	 ) 
FIRM ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT FOR ) APPLICATION 
THE SALE AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC ) 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER ) 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK WIND ) 
PARK II,LLC. ) 
Idaho Power Company ("Idaho Power" or "Company"), in accordance with RP 52 
and the applicable provisions of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 
("PURPA"), hereby respectfully applies to the Idaho Public Utilities Commission ("IPUC" 
or "Commission") for an Order accepting or rejecting the Firm Energy Sales Agreement 
("FESA") between Idaho Power and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC ("Grouse Creek II" 
or "Seller") under which Grouse Creek II would sell and Idaho Power would purchase 
electric energy generated by the Grouse Creek II Wind project ("Facility") located near 
Lynn, Utah. 
APPLICATION -1 
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In support of this Application Idaho Power represents as follows: 
I. BACKGROUND 
1. Sections 201 and 210 of PURPA, and pertinent regulations of the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC"), require that regulated electric utilities 
purchase power produced by cogenerators or small power producers that obtain 
qualifying facility ("QF") status. The rate a OF receives for the sale of its power is 
generally referred to as the "avoided cost" rate and is to reflect the incremental cost to 
an electric utility of electric energy or capacity or both, which, but for the purchase from 
the OF, such utility would generate itself or purchase from another source. The 
Commission has authority under PURPA Sections 201 and 210 and the implementing 
regulations of the FERC, 18 C.F.R. § 292, to set avoided costs, to order electric utilities 
to enter into fixed-term obligations for the purchase of energy from QFs, and to 
implement FERC rules. 
2. Grouse Creek II proposes to design, construct, install, own, operate, and 
maintain a 21 megawatt ("MW") (Maximum Capacity Amount) wind generating facility to 
be located near Lynn, Utah. The Facility will be a OF under the applicable provisions of 
PURPA. The FESA for this Facility, as well as the FESA for Grouse Creek Wind Park, 
LLC, has been executed by Brett Woodard, of Wasatch Wind Intermountain, LLC, in his 
capacity as Manager of the LLCs for each of the aforementioned projects. 
3. On November 5, 2010, Idaho Power filed a Joint Petition and Motion 
seeking a reduction in the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap from 10 aMW to 
100 kilowatts ("kW"). Case No. GNR-E-10-04. On December 3, 2010, the Commission 
issued Order No. 32131 setting a Modified Procedure comment schedule with which to 
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develop a record for its decision regarding the Joint Petition and Motions request to 
lower the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap. Initial comments were filed on 
December 22, 2010, Reply Comments are due January 19, 2011, and Oral Argument is 
scheduled for January 27, 2011. The Commission also ordered that its decision 
regarding whether to reduce the published avoided cost eligibility cap become effective 
on December 14, 2010. 
4. Idaho Power has an obligation under federal law, FERC regulations, and 
this Commission’s Orders, that it has not been relieved of, to enter into power purchase 
agreements with PURPA QFs. As stated in the Joint Petition filing, Idaho Power has 
received a large amount, in terms of both volume and MWs, of requests from PURPA 
OF developers demanding to enter into published avoided cost rate FESAs. The 
Company continues to process these requests, in the ordinary course of business, and 
file the same for review with this Commission, as is its legal obligation. However, the 
request in this Application, as well as several other Applications that have been and will 
be filed over the course of the next couple of months, is made with the specific 
reservation of rights and incorporation of the averments set forth in the Joint Petition 
and the Company’s Comments regarding the possible negative effects to the both the 
utility and its customers of additional and unfettered PURPA OF generation on system 
reliability, utility operations, and costs of incorporating and integrating such a large 
penetration level of PURPA OF generation into the utility’s system. 
5. As recently as November 2, 2010, in the Yellowstone Power case, the 
Commission reiterated to Idaho Power that, "we intend for the Company to assist the 
Commission in its gatekeeper role of assuring that utility customers are not being asked 
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to pay more than the Company’s avoided cost for the OF contracts. We expect Idaho 
Power to rigorously review such contracts." Order No. 32104. Even though Idaho 
Power is legally obligated to continue to negotiate, execute, and submit PURPA OF 
contracts for Commission review, it also feels obligated to reiterate that the continuing 
and unchecked requirement for the Company to acquire additional intermittent and 
other OF generation regardless of its need for additional energy or capacity on its 
system not only circumvents the Integrated Resource Planning process and creates 
system reliability and operational issues, but it also increases the price its customers 
must pay for their energy needs. 
II. THE FIRM ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT 
6. On December 28, 2010, Idaho Power and Grouse Creek II entered into a 
FESA pursuant to the terms and conditions of the various Commission Orders 
applicable to this PURPA agreement for a wind resource. See Order Nos. 30415, 
30488, 30738, and 31025. A copy of the FESA is attached to this Application as 
Attachment No. 1. Under the terms of this FESA, Grouse Creek II elected to contract 
with Idaho Power for a 20-year term using the non-levelized published avoided cost 
rates as currently established by the Commission for energy deliveries of less than 10 
average megawatts(WW"). This FESA was executed by Grouse Creek II on 
December 20, 2010. It was subsequently executed by Idaho Power on December 28, 
2010, and now filed for the Commission’s review on December 29, 2010. 
7. The nameplate rating of this Facility is 21 MW. As defined in paragraph 
1.17 and paragraph 4.1.3 of the FESA, Grouse Creek II will be required to provide data 
on the Facility that Idaho Power will use to confirm that under normal and/or average 
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conditions, the Facility will not exceed 10 aMW on a monthly basis. Furthermore, as 
described in paragraph 7.5 of the FESA, should the Facility exceed 10 aMW on a 
monthly basis, Idaho Power will accept the energy (Inadvertent Energy) that does not 
exceed the Maximum Capacity Amount, but will not purchase or pay for this Inadvertent 
Energy. 
8. This PURPA wind agreement includes the Mechanical Availability 
Guarantee ("MAG"), Wind Integration Cost reduction, and Wind Forecasting cost 
sharing as required in Commission Order No. 30488. In addition, Grouse Creek II and 
Idaho Power have agreed to Delay Liquidated Damages and associated Delay Security 
provisions of $45 per kW of nameplate capacity within this FESA that have previously 
been approved as reasonable by the Commission in several PURPA FESAs. See Case 
Nos. IPC-E-1 0-02, IPC-E-1 0-05, IPC-E-1 0-15, IPC-E-1 0-16, IPC-E-1 0-17, IPC-E-1 0-18, 
IPC-E-10-19, and IPC-E-10-22. 
9. Grouse Creek II has elected June 1, 2013, as the Scheduled First Energy 
Date and December 1, 2013, as the Scheduled Operation Date for this Facility. See 
Appendix B. Various requirements have been placed upon Grouse Creek II in order for 
Idaho Power to accept energy deliveries from this Facility. Idaho Power will monitor 
compliance with these initial requirements. In addition, Idaho Power will monitor the 
ongoing requirements through the full term of this FESA. 
10. The FESA, as signed and submitted by the parties thereto, contains non-
Ievelized published avoided cost rates in conformity with applicable IPUC Orders. All 
applicable interconnection charges and monthly operation and maintenance charges 
under Schedule 72 will be assessed to Grouse Creek II. 
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11. The FESA provides that all applicable interconnection charges and 
monthly operational or maintenance charges under Schedule 72 will be assessed to 
Seller. The Facility is currently in the beginning stages of the generator interconnection 
process. The Facility is located outside of Idaho Power’s service territory and thus must 
complete the interconnection process with a different host utility. The FESA requires 
the Seller to acquire interconnection and continuous firm transmission capacity to a 
Point of Delivery on Idaho Power’s system. PURPA QF generation must be designated 
as a network resource ("DNR") on Idaho Power’s system, which requires Idaho Power - 
Power Supply to submit a Transmission Service Request ("TSR") on behalf of the 
Facility to Idaho Power Delivery. Resolution of any and all upgrades required to acquire 
transmission capacity for this Facility’s generation will be required in order for this 
Facility to be designated as a network resource. 
12. Seller has selected June 1, 2013, for the Scheduled First Energy Date and 
December 1, 2013, as the Scheduled Operation Date. Grouse Creek II has been 
advised that it is Grouse Creek Ii’s responsibility to work with the interconnecting utility 
and Idaho Power’s Delivery business unit to ensure that sufficient time and resources 
will be available to construct the interconnection facilities, and transmission upgrades if 
required, in time to allow the Facility to achieve the December 1, 2013, Scheduled 
Operation date. Seller has been further advised that delays in the interconnection or 
transmission process do not constitute excusable delays in achieving the Scheduled 
Operation date and if Seller fails to achieve the Scheduled Operation date at the times 
specified in the FESA, delay damages will be assessed. The developer of the Facility 
has advised Idaho Power that it is aware of these requirements and the accompanying 
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risk inherent in demanding to proceed with obligating itself to a Scheduled First Energy 
Date and Scheduled Operation Date in the FESA without knowing what upgrades will 
be required, and what time frame the interconnection and potential system network 
upgrades can be constructed within. Grouse Creek II has advised Idaho Power that is 
has been advised of and is willing to take the responsibility and risk associated with 
electing to proceed with this contract without knowledge of the requirements of 
interconnection and possible transmission upgrades. 
13. Grouse Creek II has also been made aware of and accepted the 
provisions of the FESA and the Company’s approved Tariff Schedule 72 regarding non-
compensated curtailment or disconnection of its Facility should certain operating 
conditions develop on the Company’s system. According to the standard provisions in 
Article XII of the FESA, curtailment without compensation may occur if there is an event 
of Force Majeure, a Forced Outage, or a temporary disconnection of the Facility in 
accordance with Tariff Schedule 72. If the generation from the Facility will have an 
adverse effect upon Idaho Power’s service to its customers, Idaho Power may 
temporarily disconnect the Facility from Idaho Power’s transmission/distribution system 
as specified within Schedule 72, or take such other reasonable steps as Idaho Power 
deems appropriate. The parties’ intent and understanding is that non-compensated 
curtailment would be exercised when the generation being provided by the Facility in 
certain operating conditions exceeds or approaches the minimum load levels of the 
Company’s system such that it may have a detrimental effect upon the Company’s 
ability to manage its thermal, hydro, and other resources in order to meet its obligation 
to reliably serve loads on its system. 
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14. Section 21 of the FESA provides that the FESA will not become effective 
until the Commission has approved all of the FESA’s terms and conditions and declared 
that all payments Idaho Power makes to Grouse Creek II for purchases of energy will be 
allowed as prudently incurred expenses for ratemaking purposes. 
III. MODIFIED PROCEDURE 
15. Idaho Power believes that a hearing is not necessary to consider the 
issues presented herein and respectfully requests that this Application be processed 
under Modified Procedure, i.e., by written submissions rather than by hearing. RP 201 
of seq. If, however, the Commission determines that a technical hearing is required, the 
Company stands ready to prepare and present its testimony in such hearing. 
IV. COMMUNICATIONS AND SERVICE OF PLEADINGS 
16. Communications and service of pleadings, exhibits, orders, and other 
documents relating to this proceeding should be sent to the following: 
Donovan E. Walker, Senior Counsel 
Lisa Nordstrom, Lead Counsel 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho Street 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
dwalkercidahołower.com  
lnordstrom(idahołower.com  
Randy C. Allphin 
Energy Contract Administrator 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho Street 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
rallDhincidahoDower.com  
V. REQUEST FOR RELIEF 
17. Idaho Power Company respectfully requests that the Commission issue 
an Order (1) authorizing that this matter may be processed by Modified Procedure; (2) 
accepting or rejecting the Firm Energy Sales Agreement between Idaho Power 
Company and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC, without change or condition; and, if 
accepted, (3) declaring that all payments for purchases of energy under the Firm 
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Energy Sales Agreement between Idaho Power Company and Grouse Creek Wind Park 
II, LLC, be allowed as prudently incurred expenses for ratemaking purposes. 
Respectfully submitted this 29 th day of December 2010. 
NOVAN E. WALKER 
Attorney for Idaho Power Company 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 29’ day of December 2010 I served a true and 
correct copy of the within and foregoing APPLICATION upon the following named 
parties by the method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Grouse Creek Wind Park Ii, LLC 
	
____Hand Delivered 
Brett Woodard 	
.... U.S. Mail 
Wasatch Wind Intermountain, LLC 
	 Overnight Mail 
2700 Homestead Road, Suite 210 
	 FAX 
Park City, Utah 84098 
	 X Email bwoodardtwasatchwind.com  
Donovan E. Walker 
APPLICATION -10 
85 of 399
 Y CERTIFY that on the 29th day of December 2010 I served tr  
 of the within and foregoing A PLICA li upon the followi  named 
t  i i  bel n  addre sed to the following: 
 i  r  II,  
r  
tch i d Intermountain, LC 
, uit   
r i 98 
10 
Hand Deli r d 
--X.. U.S. Mail 
__ r i t il
_FAX
-- .. Email @wasatchwind.c
~ c(/fY",----
. lk r ~ 
BEFORE THE 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
ATTACHMENT NO. 1 
86 of 399
  
 ILI IES COMMISSION 
. I -E-10-62 
 PANY 
T NO.1 
FIRM ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
AND 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Article TITLE 
1 Definitions 
2 No Reliance on Idaho Power 
3 Warranties 
4 Conditions to Acceptance of Energy 
5 Term and Operation Date 
6 Purchase and Sale of Net Energy 
7 Purchase Price and Method of Payment 
8 Environmental Attributes 
9 Transmission Agreement 
10 Records 
11 Operations 
12 Reliability Management System 
13 Indemnification and Insurance 
14 Force Majeure 
15 Liability; Dedication 
16 Several Obligations 
17 Waiver 
18 Choice of Laws and Venue 
19 Disputes and Default 
20 Governmental Authorization 
21 Commission Order 
22 Successors and Assigns 
23 Modification 
24 Taxes 
25 Notices 
26 Additional Terms and Conditions 
27 Severability 
28 Counterparts 
29 Entire Agreement Signatures 
Appendix A 
Appendix B 
Appendix C 
Appendix D 
Appendix E 
12/16/2010 
87 of 399
 
 
 
 
~ENERGYSALESAGRE
DAHOPOWERCO~
   n  
   
t  
   
 
 f r  
nn   
  f t r  
  f e t 
r mn ml  
 t 
 t t  
t    
  
 
 
 f   
 t 
 
 
 i  
t  
nn    
 
 
 
dix
dix
dix  
dix  
1  
FIRM ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT 
(10 aMW or Less) 
Project Name: Grouse Creek Wind Park II 
Project Number 41455250 
THIS AGREEMENT, entered into on this 
	
day of December, 2010 between 
Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC (Seller), and IDAHO POWER COMPANY, an Idaho corporation 
(Idaho Power), hereinafter sometimes referred to collectively as "Parties" or individually as ’Party." 
WHEREAS, Seller will design, construct, own, maintain and operate an electric generation 
facility; and 
WHEREAS, Seller wishes to sell, and Idaho Power is willing to purchase, firm electric energy 
produced by the Seller’s Facility. 
THEREFORE, In consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements hereinafter set forth, the 
Parties agree as follows: 
ARTICLE I: DEFINITIONS 
As used in this Agreement and the appendices attached hereto, the following terms 
shall have the following meanings: 
	
1.1 	 "Ancillary Services" - Those services that are necessary to support the transmission of capacity 
and energy from the resource to loads while maintaining reliable operation of the transmission 
providers transmission system in accordance with Good Utility Practice. 
	
1.2 	 "Availability Shortfall Price" - The current month’s Mid-Columbia Market Energy Cost minus 
the current month’s All Hours Energy Price specified in paragraph 7.3 of this Agreement. If this 
calculation results in a value less than 15.00 Mills/kWh the result shall be 15.00 Mills/kWh. 
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1.3 	 "Business Days" - means any calendar day that is not a Saturday, a Sunday, or a NERC 
recognized holiday. 
	
1.4 	 "Calculated Net Energy Amount" - A monthly estimate, prepared and documented after the fact 
by Seller, reviewed and accepted by the Buyer that is the calculated monthly maximum energy 
deliveries (measured in kWh) for each individual wind turbine, totaled for the Facility to 
determine the total energy that the Facility could have delivered to the Transmitting Entity for 
delivery to Idaho Power during that month based upon: (1) each wind turbines Nameplate 
Capacity, (2) Sufficient Prime Mover available for use by each wind turbine during the month, 
(3) incidents of Force Majeure, (4) scheduled maintenance, or (5) incidents of Forced Outages 
less Losses and Station Use. If the duration of an event characterized as item 3,4 or S above 
(measured on each individual occurrence and individual wind turbine) lasts for less than 15 
minutes, then the event will not be considered in this calculation. The Seller shall collect and 
maintain actual data to support this calculation and shall keep this data for a minimum of 3 years. 
	
1.5 	 "Commission" - The Idaho Public Utilities Commission. 
	
1.6 	 "Contract Year" - The period commencing each calendar year on the same calendar date as the 
Operation Date and ending 364 days thereafter. 
	
1.7 	 "Delay Liquidated Damages" Damages payable to Idaho Power as calculated in paragraph 5.3, 
5.4, 5.5 and 5.6. 
	
1.8 	 "Delay Period" - All days past the Scheduled Operation Date until the Seller’s Facility achieves 
the Operation Date. 
	
1.9 	 "Delay Price" - The current month’s Mid-Columbia Market Energy Cost minus the current 
month’s All Hours Energy Price specified in paragraph 7.3 of this Agreement. If this calculation 
results in a value less than 0, the result of this calculation will be 0. 
1.10 "Designated Dispatch Facility" - Idaho Power’s Systems Operations Group, or any subsequent 
group designated by Idaho Power. 
-2- 
89 of 399
.     alendar day that is not a Saturday, a Sunday, or a NERC 
.   t" -  onthly esti ate, prepared and documented after the fact 
  t   t  yer that is the calculated onthly aximum energy 
   i i idual ind turbine, totaled for the Facility to 
 that the Facility could have delivered to the Transmitting En ity for 
r i  t th sed : (1) each ind turbines a eplate 
  r il le for se y each ind turbine during the month, 
f ,  le  i te ance, or (5) incidents of Forced Outages 
  f  ti  f  e ent characterized as item 3, 4 or 5 above 
   rr   i ividual ind turbine) lasts for le s than 15 
 t ill t e sidered in this calculation. The Seller shall collect and 
  rt t i  l lation and sha l keep this data for a minimum of 3 years. 
.  i " - e Idaho lic tilities o ission. 
.  r" - e ri  c encing each calendar year on the same calendar date as the 
   i    t r ft r. 
.   i i ated a ages" - D mages payable to Idah  Power as calculated in paragraph 5.3, 
I 
,
.   i " A l days past the Scheduled Operation Date until the Seller's Fac lity achieves 
 tion te. 
.   " - e c rrent onth's id-Columbia arket Energy Cost minus the cu rent 
t '    r y rice specified in paragraph 7.3 of this Agreement. If this calculation 
  l  t  , t e result f this calculation wi l be O. 
"Designated Dispatch Facility" - Idah  Power's Systems Operations Group, or any subsequent 
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1.11 	 "Effective Date" - The date stated in the opening paragraph of this Firm Energy Sales 
Agreement representing the date upon which this Firm Energy Sales Agreement was fully 
executed by both Parties. 
1.12 "Facility" - That electric generation facility described in Appendix B of this Agreement. 
1.13 "First Energy Date" - The day commencing at 00:01 hours, Mountain Time, following the day 
that Seller has satisfied the requirements of Article N and the Seller begins delivering energy to 
the Idaho Power electrical system at the Point of Delivery. 
1.14 "Forced Outage" - a partial or total reduction of a) the Facility’s capacity to produce and/or 
deliver Net Energy to the Point of Delivery, orb) Idaho Power’s ability to accept Net Energy at 
the Point of Delivery for non-economic reasons, as a result of Idaho Power or Facility: 1) 
equipment failure which was not the result of negligence or lack of preventative maintenance, or 
2) responding to a transmission provider curtailment order, or 3) unplanned preventative 
maintenance to repair equipment that left unrepaired, would result in failure of equipment prior 
to the planned maintenance period, or 4) planned maintenance or construction of the Facility or 
electrical lines required to serve this Facility. The Parties shall make commercially reasonable 
efforts to perform this unplanned preventative maintenance during periods of low wind 
availability. 
1.15 "Heavy Load Hours" - The daily hours beginning at 7:00 am, ending at 11:00 pm Mountain 
Time, (16 hours) excluding all hours on all Sundays, New Years Day, Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving and Christmas. 
1.16 "Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area" or "Control Area’- The geographical area of 
integrated transmission and generation controlled by Idaho Power for which Idaho Power is 
responsible for scheduling interchanges with other control areas and balancing supply and 
demand within the area. The Control Area may include physical locations and/or electrical 
systems not served or owned by Idaho Power, but which are dependent upon Idaho Power’s 
operation of its generation and transmission to balance supply and demand. 
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1.17 "Inadvertent Energy" - Electric energy Seller does not intend to generate. Inadvertent energy is 
more particularly described in paragraph 7.5 of this Agreement. 
	
1.18 	 "Initial Capacity Determination" - The process by which Idaho Power confirms that under 
normal or average design conditions the Facility will generate at no more than ten (10) average 
MW per month and is therefore eligible to be paid the published rates in accordance with 
Commission Order No. 29632. 
1.19 "Light Load Hours" The daily hours beginning at 11:00 pm, ending at 7:00 am Mountain Time 
(8 hours), plus all other hours on all Sundays, New Years Day, Memorial Day, Independence 
Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving and Christmas. 
1.20 "Losses".- The loss of electrical energy expressed in kilowatt hours (kWh) occurring as a result 
of the transformation and transmission of energy between the point where the Facility’s energy is 
metered and the point the Facility’s energy is delivered to the Idaho Power electrical system by 
the Transmitting Entity. ’The loss calculation formula will be as specified in Appendix B of this 
Agreement. 
1.21 "Market Enerav Reference Price" - Eighty-five percent (85%) of the Mid-Columbia Market 
Energy Cost. 
1.22 "Material Breach" - A Default (paragraph 19.2. 1) subject to paragraph 19.2.2. 
1.23 "Maximum Capacity Amount" - The maximum capacity (MW) of the Facility will be as 
specified in Appendix B of this Agreement. 
1.24 "Mechanical Availability" - The percentage amount calculated by Seller within five (5) days after 
the end of each month of the Facility’s monthly actual Net Energy divided by the Facility’s 
Calculated Net Energy Amount for the applicable month. Any damages due as a result of the 
Seller falling short of the Mechanical Availability Guarantee for each month shall be determined 
in accordance with paragraph 6.4.4. 
1.25 "Mechanical Availabi1i Guarantee" shall be as defined in paragraph 6.4. 
	
1.26 	 "Mid- Columbia Market Energy Cost" - The monthly weighted average of the daily on-peak 
and off-peak Dow Jones Mid-Columbia Index (Dow Jones Mid-C Index) prices for non-firm 
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energy. If the Dow Jones Mid-Columbia Index price is discontinued by the reporting agency, both 
Parties will mutually agree upon a replacement index, which is similar to the Dow Jones Mid-
Columbia Index. The selected replacement index will be consistent with other similar agreements 
and a commonly used index by the electrical industry. 
1.27 "Nameplate Capacity" The full-load electrical quantities assigned by the designer to a generator 
and its prime mover or other piece of electrical equipment, such as transformers and circuit 
breakers, under standardized conditions, expressed in amperes, kilovolt-amperes, kilowatts, volts 
or other appropriate units. Usually indicated on a nameplate attached to the individual machine 
or device. 
1.28 "Net Ener2y" - All of the electric energy produced by the Facility, less Station Use and Losses, 
expressed in kilowatt hours (kWh), which the Transmitting Entity delivers to Idaho Power on the 
Seller’s behalf, that is less than or equal to the Nameplate Capacity. Seller commits to deliver all 
energy produced by the Facility, less Station Use, and Losses, to the Transmitting Entity for 
delivery by the Transmitting Entity to Idaho Power at the Point of Delivery for the full term of the 
Agreement. Net Energy does not include Inadvertent Energy. 
1.29 "Operation Date" - The day commencing at 00:01 hours, Mountain Time, following the day that 
all requirements of paragraph 5.2 have been completed. 
	
1.30 	 "Point of Delivery" - The location specified in Appendix B, where the Transmitting Entity 
delivers the Facility’s Net Energy and Inadvertent Energy to the Idaho Power electrical system. 
	
1.31 	 "Prudent Electrical Practices" - Those practices, methods and equipment that are commonly and 
ordinarily used in electrical engineering and operations to operate electric equipment lawfully, 
safely, dependably, efficiently and economically. 
1.32 "Scheduled Operation Date" - The date specified in Appendix B when Seller anticipates 
achieving the Operation Date. It is expected that the Scheduled Operation Date provided by the 
Seller shall be a reasonable estimate of the date that the Seller anticipates that the Seller’s Facility 
shall achieve the Operation Date. 
1.33 
Season’ - The three (3) periods identified in paragraph 6.2.1 of this Agreement. 
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1.34 "Station Use" - Electric energy that is used to operate equipment that is auxiliary or otherwise 
related to the production of electricity by the Facility. As this Facility is not located in the 
Idaho Power service territory, Idaho Power has no responsibility or ability to provide Station Use 
to this Facility. 
1.35 "Sufficient Prime Move?’ means wind speed that is (1) equal to or greater than the generation 
unit’s manufacturer-specified minimum levels required for the generation unit to produce energy, 
and (2) equal to or less than the generation unit’s manufacturer-specified maximum levels at 
which the generation unit can safely produce energy. 
1.36 "Surplus Energy" - All Net Energy produced by the Seller’s Facility and delivered by the 
Transmitting Entity on the Seller’s behalf to the Idaho Power electrical system prior to the 
Operation Date. 
1.37 "Total Cost of the Facility" - The total cost of structures, equipment and appurtenances. 
1.38 "Transmitting Entity" - The signatory(s) (other than the Seller) to the Transmission Agreement 
referred to in paragraph 9.1 and its successors and assigns. 
1.39 "Wind Energy Production Forecast" - A forecast of energy deliveries from this Facility provided 
by an Idaho Power administered wind forecasting model. The Facility shall be responsible for an 
allocated portion of the total costs of the forecasting model as specified in Appendix E. 
ARTICLE II: NO RELIANCE ON IDAHO POWER 
	
2.1 	 Seller Independent Investigation - Seller warrants and represents to Idaho Power that in entering 
into this Agreement and the undertaking by Seller of the obligations set forth herein, Seller has 
investigated and determined that it is capable of performing hereunder and has not relied upon 
the advice, experience or expertise of Idaho Power in connection with the transactions 
contemplated by this Agreement. 
	
2.2 	 Seller Independent Experts - All professionals or experts including, but not limited to, engineers, 
attorneys or accountants, that Seller may have consulted or relied on in undertaking the 
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 t rts - ll r fessionals or experts including, but not limited to, engin ers, 
s r accountants, that Se ler ay have consulted or relied on in undertaking the 
transactions contemplated by this Agreement have been solely those of Seller. 
ARTICLE ifi: WARRANTIES 
	
3.1 	 No Warranty by Idaho Power - Any review, acceptance or failure to review Seller’s design, 
specifications, equipment or facilities shall not be an endorsement or a confirmation by Idaho 
Power and Idaho Power makes no warranties, expressed or implied, regarding any aspect of 
Seller’s design, specifications, equipment or facilities, including, but not limited to, safety, 
durability, reliability, strength, capacity, adequacy or economic feasibility. 
	
3.2 	 Qualifying Facility Status - Seller warrants that the Facility is a "Qualifying Facility," as that term 
is used and defined in 18 CFR 292.201 et seq. After initial qualification, Seller will take such 
steps as may be required to maintain the Facility’s Qualifying Facility status during the term of 
this Agreement and Seller’s failure to maintain Qualifying Facility status will be a Material 
Breach of this Agreement. Idaho Power reserves the right to review the Facility’s Qualifying 
Facility status and associated support and compliance documents at anytime during the term of 
this Agreement. 
ARTICLE N: CONDITIONS TO ACCEPTANCE OF ENERGY 
	
4.1 	 Prior to the First Energy Date and as a condition of Idaho Power’s acceptance of deliveries of 
energy from the Seller under this Agreement, Seller shall: 
4.1.1 Submit proof to Idaho Power that all licenses, permits or approvals necessary for Seller’s 
operations have been obtained from applicable federal, state or local authorities, 
including, but not limited to, evidence of compliance with Subpart B, 18 CFR 292.201 et 
seq. as a certified Qualifying Facility. 
4.1.2 Opinion of Counsel - Submit to Idaho Power an Opinion Letter signed by an attorney 
admitted to practice and in good standing in the State of Idaho providing an opinion that 
Seller’s licenses, permits and approvals as set forth in paragraph 4. 1.1 above are legally 
and validly issued, are held in the name of the Seller and, based on a reasonable 
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independent review, counsel is of the opinion that Seller is in substantial compliance with 
said permits as of the date of the Opinion Letter. The Opinion Letter will be in a form 
acceptable to Idaho Power and will acknowledge that the attorney rendering the opinion 
understands that Idaho Power is relying on said opinion. Idaho Power’s acceptance of the 
form will not be unreasonably withheld. The Opinion Letter will be governed by and 
shall be interpreted in accordance with the legal opinion accord of the American Bar 
Association Section of Business Law (1991). 
4.1.3 Initial Capacity Determination
.
- Submit to Idaho Power such data as Idaho Power may 
reasonably require to perform the Initial Capacity Determination. Such data will include 
but not be limited to, Nameplate Capacity, equipment specifications, prime mover data, 
resource characteristics, normal and/or average operating design conditions and Station 
Use data. Upon receipt of this information, Idaho Power will review the provided data 
and if necessary, request additional data to complete the Initial Capacity Determination 
within a reasonable time. 
4.1.3.1 If the Maximum Capacity specified in Appendix B of this Agreement and the 
cumulative manufacture Nameplate Capacity rating of the individual generation 
units at this Facility is less than ten (10) MW, the Seller shall submit detailed, 
manufacturer, verifiable data of the Nameplate Capacity ratings of the actual 
individual generation units to be installed at this Facility. Upon verification by 
Idaho Power that the data provided establishes the combined Nameplate Capacity 
rating of the generation units to be installed at this Facility is less than ten (10) 
MW, it will be deemed that the Seller has satisfied the Initial Capacity 
Determination for this Facility. 
4.1.4 Nameplate Capacity - Submit to Idaho Power manufacturer’s and engineering 
documentation that establishes the Nameplate Capacity of each individual generation unit 
that is included within this entire Facility. Upon receipt of this data, Idaho Power shall 
review the provided data and determine if the Nameplate Capacity specified is reasonable 
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4.1.5 Engineer’s Certifications - Submit an executed Engineer’s Certification of Design & 
Construction Adequacy and an Engineer’s Certification of Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) Policy as described in Commission Order No. 21690. These certificates will be 
in the form specified in Appendix C but may be modified to the extent necessary to 
recognize the different engineering disciplines providing the certificates. 
4.1.6 Insurance - Submit written proof to Idaho Power of all insurance required in Article Xffl. 
4.1.7 Transmission Agreement - Provide Idaho Power with a copy of (1) the Transmission 
Agreement executed by the Seller and the Transmitting Entity in a form acceptable to 
Idaho Power and (2) confirmation that the Idaho Power delivery business unit has agreed 
to accept the Net Energy deliveries at the Point of Delivery in an amount up to the 
Maximum Capacity Amount. Idaho Power’s acceptance will not be unreasonably 
withheld and if the Facility is located outside of the Idaho Power service territory, in 
addition to the above requirements, the Seller must provide evidence that the Seller has 
acquired firm transmission capacity from all required transmitting entities to deliver the 
Facility’s energy to an acceptable point of delivery on the Idaho Power electrical system. 
4.1.8 Network Resource Designation - The Seller’s Facility has been designated as an 
Idaho Power network resource capable of delivering firm energy up to the amount of the 
Maximum Capacity at the Point of Delivery. 
4.1.8.1 Seller has provided all information required to enable Idaho Power to ifie an 
initial transmission capacity request. 
a) Results of the initial transmission capacity request are known and acceptable 
to the Seller. 
b) Seller acknowledges responsibility for all interconnection costs and any costs 
associated with acquiring adequate firm transmission capacity to enable the 
project to be classified as an Idaho Power designated firm network resource. 
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4.1.9 Ancillary Services - The Seller shall provide documentation and evidence that at the 
Seller’s expense the Seller has arranged for and secured Ancillary Services for this 
Facility for the full Term of this Agreement. 
4.1.10 Written Acceptance 
- Request and obtain written confirmation from Idaho Power that all 
conditions to acceptance of energy have been fulfilled. Such written confirmation shall be 
provided within a commercially reasonable time following the Seller’s request and will 
not be unreasonably withheld by Idaho Power. 
ARTICLE V: TERM AND OPERATION DATE 
5.1 	 j 	 - Subject to the provisions of paragraph 5.2 below, this Agreement shall become effective 
on the date first written and shall continue in full force and effect for a period of twenty (20) 
Contract Years from the Operation Date. 
5.2 	 Operation Date - The Operation Date may occur only after the Facility has achieved all of the 
following: 
a) Achieved the First Energy Date. 
b) Commission approval of this Agreement in a form acceptable to Idaho Power has 
been received. 
c) Seller has demonstrated to Idaho Power’s satisfaction that the Facility is complete and 
able to provide energy in a consistent, reliable and safe manner. 
d) Seller has requested an Operation Date from Idaho Power in a written format. 
e) Seller has received written confirmation from Idaho Power of the Operation Date. 
This confirmation will not be unreasonably withheld by Idaho Power. 
5.3 	 Operation Date Delay - Seller shall cause the Facility to achieve the Operation Date on or before 
the Scheduled Operation Date. Delays in the interconnection and transmission network upgrade 
study, design and construction process by any party (i.e. Seller, Idaho Power, host utility, 
Transmitting Entity(s), etc) that are not Force Majeure events accepted by both Parties, shall not 
prevent Delay Liquidated Damages from being due and owing as calculated in accordance with 
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this Agreement. 
5.3.1 If the Operation Date occurs after the Scheduled Operation Date but on or prior to 90 
days following the Scheduled Operation Date, Seller shall pay Idaho Power Delay 
Liquidated Damages calculated at the end of each calendar month after the Scheduled 
Operation Date as follows: 
Delay Liquidated Damages are equal to ((Current month’s Initial Year Net 
Energy Amount as specified in paragraph 6.2.1 divided by the number of days in 
the current month) multiplied by the number of days in the Delay Period in the 
current month) multiplied by the current month’s Delay Price. 
5.3.2 If the Operation Date does not occur within ninety (90) days following the Scheduled 
Operation Date, the Seller shall pay Idaho Power Delay Liquidated Damages, in addition 
to those provided in paragraph 5.3.1, calculated as follows: 
Forty five dollars ($45) multiplied by the Maximum Capacity with the Maximum 
Capacity being measured in kW. 
	
5.4 	 If Seller fails to achieve the Operation Date within ninety (90) days following the Scheduled 
Operation Date, such failure will be a Material Breach and Idaho Power may terminate this 
Agreement at any time until the Seller cures the Material Breach. Additional Delay Liquidated 
Damages beyond those calculated in 5.3.1 and 5.3.2 will be calculated and payable using the 
Delay Liquidated Damage calculation described in 5.3.1 above for all days exceeding ninety (90) 
days past the Scheduled Operation Date until such time as the Seller cures this Material Breach or 
Idaho Power terminates this Agreement. 
	
5.5 	 Seller shall pay Idaho Power any calculated Delay Damages or Delay Liquidated Damages within 
seven (7) days of when Idaho Power calculates and presents any Delay Damages or Delay 
Liquidated Damages billings to the Seller. Seller’s failure to pay these damages within the 
specified time will be a Material Breach of this Agreement and Idaho Power shall draw funds 
from the Delay Security provided by the Seller in an amount equal to the calculated Delay 
Damages or Delay Liquidated Damages. 
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5.6 	 The Parties agree that the damages Idaho Power would incur due to delay in the Facility 
achieving the Operation Date on or before the Scheduled Operation Date would be difficult or 
impossible to predict with certainty, and that the Delay Liquidated Damages are an appropriate 
approximation of such damages. 
	
5.7 	 Prior to the Seller executing this Agreement, the Seller shall have agreed to and executed a Letter 
of Understanding with Idaho Power that contains at minimum the following requirements: 
a) Seller has filed for interconnection and is in compliance with all payments 
and requirements of the interconnection process, and 
b) Seller has provided all information required to enable Idaho Power to ifie an 
initial transmission capacity request. 
	
5.8 	 Within thirty (30) days of the date of a final non-appealable Commission Order as specified in 
Article XXI approving this Agreement; Seller shall post liquid security ("Delay Security") in a 
form as described in Appendix D equal to or exceeding the amount calculated in paragraph 5.8.1. 
Failure to post this Delay Security in the time specified above will be a Material Breach of this 
Agreement and Idaho Power may terminate this Agreement. 
5.8.1 Delay Security The greater of forty-five dollars ($45) multiplied by the Maximum 
Capacity with the Maximum Capacity being measured in kW or the sum of three month’s 
estimated revenue. Where the estimated three months of revenue is the estimated revenue 
associated with the first three full months following the estimated Scheduled Operation 
Date, the estimated kWh of energy production as specified in paragraph 6.2.1 for those 
three months multiplied by the All Hours Energy Price specified in paragraph 7.3 for 
each of those three months. 
5.8.1.1 In the event (a) Seller provides Idaho Power with certification that (I) a 
Generation Interconnection Agreement and Transmission Agreement specifying 
a schedule that will enable this Facility to achieve the Operation Date no later 
than the Scheduled Operation Date has been completed and the Seller has paid all 
-12- 
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required interconnection and transmission costs, or (2) a Generation 
Interconnection Agreement and Transmission Agreement are substantially 
complete and all material costs of interconnection and transmission have been 
identified and agreed upon and the Seller is in compliance with all terms and 
conditions of the Generation Interconnection Agreement and the Transmission 
Agreement, the Delay Security calculated in accordance with paragraph 5.8.1 
will be reduced by ten percent (10%). 
5.8.1.2 If the Seller has received a reduction in the calculated Delay Security as specified 
in paragraph 5.8.1.1 and subsequently (1) at Seller’s request, the Generation 
Interconnection Agreement specified in paragraph 5.8.1.1 is revised and as a 
result the Facility will not achieve its Operation Date by the Scheduled Operation 
Date, or (2) if the Seller does not maintain compliance with the Generation 
Interconnection Agreement, the full amount of the Delay Security as calculated 
in paragraph 5.8.1 will be subject to reinstatement and will be due and owing 
within 5 business days from the date Idaho Power requests reinstatement. Failure 
to timely reinstate the Delay Security will be a Material Breach of this 
Agreement. 
5.8.2 Idaho Power shall release any remaining security posted hereunder after all calculated 
Delay Damages and/or Delay Liquidated Damages are paid in full to Idaho Power at the 
earlier of: 1) thirty (30) days after the Operation Date has been achieved, or 2) sixty (60) 
days after the Agreement has been terminated. 
ARTICLE VI: PURCHASE AND SALE OF NET ENERGY 
6.1 	 Delivery and Acceptance of Net Energy - Except when either Party’s performance is excused as 
provided herein, Idaho Power will purchase and Seller will sell all of the Net Energy produced by 
the Facility and delivered by the Transmitting Entity to Idaho Power at the Point of Delivery. All 
Inadvertent Energy produced by the Facility will also be delivered by the Transmitting Entity to 
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PURCHASEANDSALEOFNET NERGY 
.  r   Ccgltance f et ergy - Except when either Party's performance is excused as 
i  r i , Idaho Po er i l purchase and Seller will sell all of the Net Energy produced by 
 ility and delivered by the Transmitting Entity to Idaho Power at the Point of DeliVery. All 
t nergy produced by the Fac lity will also be deliv red by the Transmitting Entity to 
 -
Idaho Power at the Point of Delivery. At no time will the total amount of Net Energy and/or 
Inadvertent Energy produced by the Facility and delivered by the Transmitting Entity on behalf of 
the Seller to the Point of Delivery exceed the Maximum Capacity Amount. 
6.2 	 Net Energy Amounts - Seller intends to produce and the Transmitting Entity shall deliver Net 
Energy in the following monthly amounts. These amounts shall be consistent with the 
Mechanical Availability Guarantee. 
6.2.1 Initial Year Monthly Net Energy Amounts: 
Month 	 kWh 
March 7,440,000 
Season! April 5,614,100 
May 4,547,000 
July 1,524,500 
August 2,513,400 
Season 2 November 6,686,300 
December 6,941,400 
June 6,405,000 
September 3,566,300 
Season 3 October 6,306,500 
January 6,178,900 
February 6,720,000 
6.3 	 Unless excused by an event of Force Majeure, Seller’s failure to produce and/or the Transmitting 
Entity(s) failure to deliver Net Energy in any Contract Year in an amount equal to at least ten 
percent (10%) of the sum of the Initial Year Monthly Net Energy Amounts as specified in 
paragraph 6.2 shall constitute an event of default. 
6.4 Mechanical Availability Guarantee - After the Operational Date has been established, the Facility 
shall achieve a minimum monthly Mechanical Availability of 85% for the Facility for each month 
during the full term of this Agreement (the "Mechanical Availability Guarantee"). Failure to 
achieve the Mechanical Availability Guarantee shall result in Idaho Power calculating damages as 
specified in paragraph 6.4.4. 
6.4.1 At the same time the Seller provides the Monthly Power Production and Availability 
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Report (Appendix A), the Seller shall provide and certify the calculation of the Facility’s 
current month’s Mechanical Availability. The Seller shall include a summary of all 
information used to calculate the Calculated Net Energy Amount including but not 
limited to: (a) Forced Outages, (b) Force Majeure events, (c) wind speeds and the impact 
on generation output, and (c) scheduled maintenance and Station Use information. 
6.4.2 The Seller shall maintain and retain for three (3) years detailed documentation supporting 
the monthly calculation of the Facility’s Mechanical Availability. 
6.4.3 Idaho Power shall have the right to review and audit the documentation supporting the 
calculation of the Facility’s Mechanical Availability at reasonable times at the Seller’s 
offices. 
6.4.4 If the current month’s Mechanical Availability is less than the Mechanical Availability 
Guarantee, damages shall be equal to: 
((85 percent of the month’s Calculated Net Energy Amount) minus the 
month’s actual Net Energy deliveries) multiplied by the Availability Shortfall 
Price. 
6.4.5 Any damages calculated in paragraph 6.4.4 will be offset against the current month’s 
energy payment. If an unpaid balance remains after the damages are offset against the 
energy payment, the Seller shall pay in full the remaining balance within thirty (30) days 
of the date of the invoice. 
ARTICLE VII: PURCHASE PRICE AND METHOD OF PAYMENT 
7.1 	 Heavy Load Purchase Price - For all Net Energy received during Heavy Load Hours, 
Idaho Power will pay the non-levelized energy price in accordance with Commission Order 
31025 adjusted in accordance with Commission Order 30415 for Heavy Load Hour Energy 
deliveries, adjusted in accordance with Commission Order 30488 for the wind integration charge, 
and with seasonalization factors applied: 
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Season 1 - (73.50 %) 
	
Season 2- (120.00 %) Season 3 - (100.00 %) 
Year 	 Mills/kWh 	 Mills/kWh 	 Mills/kWh 
2010 40.52 66.15 55.12 
2011 42.80 69.87 58.24 
2012 45.32 74.00 61.66 
2013 47.71 78.18 64.92 
2014 50.29 82.74 68.42 
2015 53.05 87.64 72.17 
2016 54.64 90.46 74.34 
2017 56.20 93.23 76.61 
2018 57.90 96.25 79.12 
2019 59.57 99.21 81.59 
2020 61.29 102.27 84.14 
2021 63.33 105.90 87.16 
2022 65.46 109.67 90.31 
2023 67.67 113.59 93.57 
2024 69.97 117.66 96.97 
2025 72.35 121.90 100.50 
2026 74.38 125.49 103.49 
2027 76.62 129.20 106.58 
2028 78.96 133.03 109.77 
2029 81.38 136.97 113.06 
2030 83.87 141.04 116.45 
2031 87.22 146.51 121.01 
2032 90.15 151.30 125.00 
2033 93.19 156.26 129.13 
7.2 	 Light Load Purchase Price - For all Net Energy received during Light Load Hours, Idaho Power 
will pay the non-levelized energy price in accordance with Commission Order 31025 adjusted in 
accordance with Commission Order 30415 for Light Load Hour Energy deliveries, adjusted in 
accordance with Commission Order 30488 for the wind integration charge, and with 
seasonalization factors applied: 
Season 1 - (73.50 %) 
	
Season 2 - (120.00 %) Season 3 -(100.00 %) 
Year 	 Mills/kWh 	 Mills/kWh 	 Mills/kWh 
2010 35.59 58.11 48.42 
2011 37.88 61.84 51.54 
2012 40.40 65.95 54.96 
2013 42.79 69.86 58.22 
2014 45.37 74.06 61.72 
2015 48.13 78.91 65.48 
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2016 49.72 81.73 67.64 
2017 51.28 84.50 69.76 
2018 52.97 87.51 72.07 
2019 54.65 90.47 74.35 
2020 56.37 93.53 76.86 
2021 58.41 97.16 79.88 
2022 60.54 100.93 83.03 
2023 62.74 104.85 86.29 
2024 65.04 108.92 89.69 
2025 67.43 113.16 93.22 
2026 69.45 116.76 96.21 
2027 71.55 120.47 99.30 
2028 73.70 124.29 102.49 
2029 76.03 128.24 105.78 
2030 78.52 132.31 109.17 
2031 81.87 137.77 113.73 
2032 84.80 142.56 117.72 
2033 87.84 147.52 121.85 
7.3 	 All Hours Enerv Price - The price to be used in the calculation of the Surplus Energy Price and 
Delay Price shall be the non-levelized energy price in accordance with Commission Order 31025 
adjusted in accordance with Commission Order 30488 for the wind integration charge, and with 
seasonalization factors applied: 
Season 1 -(73.50 %) Season 2 - (120.00 %) Season 3 -(100.00 %) 
Year Mills/kWh Mills/kWh Mills/kWh 
2010 38.33 62.57 52.14 
2011 40.61 66.30 55.26 
2012 43.13 70.42 58.68 
2013 45.52 74.33 61.93 
2014 48.10 78.85 65.44 
2015 50.86 83.75 69.19 
2016 52.45 86.58 71.36 
2017 54.01 89.35 73.48 
2018 55.71 92.36 75.88 
2019 57.37 95.32 78.35 
2020 59.10 98.38 80.90 
2021 61.14 102.01 83.92 
2022 63.27 105.78 87.07 
2023 65.48 109.70 90.33 
2024 67.78 113.77 93.73 
2025 70.16 118.01 97.26 
2026 72.18 121.60 100.25 
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2027 74.28 125.31 103.35 
2028 76.58 129.14 106.53 
2029 79.00 133.09 109.82 
2030 81.49 137.16 113.21 
2031 84.84 142.62 117.77 
2032 87.77 147.41 121.76 
2033 90.81 152.37 125.89 
	
7.4 	 Surplus Energy Price - For all Surplus Energy, Idaho Power shall pay to the Seller the current 
month’s Market Energy Reference Price or the All Hours Energy Price specified in paragraph 
7.3, whichever is lower. 
	
7.5 	 Inadvertent Energy - 
7.5.1 	 Inadvertent Energy is electric energy produced by the Facility, expressed in kWh, 
which the Transmitting Entity(s) delivers on the Seller’s behalf to Idaho Power at the 
Point of Delivery that exceeds 10,000 kW multiplied by the hours in the specific 
month in which the energy was delivered. (For example January contains 744 hours. 
744 hours times 10,000 kW = 7,440,000 kWh. Energy delivered in January in excess 
of 7,440,000 kWh in this example would be Inadvertent Energy.) 
7.5.2 	 Although Seller intends to design and operate the Facility to generate no more than 
10 average MW and therefore does not intend to generate Inadvertent Energy, 
Idaho Power will accept Inadvertent Energy that does not exceed the Maximum 
Capacity Amount but will not purchase or pay for Inadvertent Energy. 
	
7.6 	 Payment Due Date - Undisputed Energy payments, less the Wind Energy Production Forecasting 
Monthly Cost Allocation (MCA) described in Appendix E and any other payments due Idaho 
Power, will be disbursed to the Seller within thirty (30) days of the date which Idaho Power 
receives and accepts the documentation of the monthly Mechanical Available Guarantee and the 
Net Energy actually delivered to Idaho Power as specified in Appendix A. 
	
7.7 	 Continuing Jurisdiction of the Commission This Agreement is a special contract and, as such, the 
rates, terms and conditions contained in this Agreement will be construed in accordance with 
Idaho Power Company v. Idaho Public Utilities Commission and Afton Energy. Inc., 107 Idaho 
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781, 693 P.2d 427 (1984), Idaho Power Company v. Idaho Public Utilities Commission, 107 
Idaho 1122, 695 P.2d 1 261 (1985), Afton Energy. Inc. v. Idaho Power Company, 111 Idaho 925, 
729 P.2d 400 (1986), Section 210 of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 and 18 
CFR §292.303-308. 
ARTICLE VIII: ENVIRONMENTAL AURIBUTES 
	
8.1 	 Seller retains ownership under this Agreement of green tags and renewable energy certificates 
(RECs), or the equivalent environmental attributes, directly associated with the production of 
energy from the Seller’s Facility sold to Idaho Power. 
ARTICLE IX: TRANSMISSION AGREEMENT 
9.1 Transmission Agreement - The Seller will arrange and pay for the delivery of Net Energy and 
Inadvertent Energy over the facilities of the Transmitting Entity(s) (Bonneville Power 
Administration) to the Point of Delivery. The delivery of Net Energy and Inadvertent Energy 
from the Facility to the Idaho Power Point of Delivery shall be in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of a Transmission Agreement between the Seller and the Transmitting Entities. The 
Transmission Agreement must provide for continuous firm transmission capacity on the 
Transmitting Entities system for no less than the Maximum Capacity Amount and for the full 
Term of this Agreement. 
	
9.2 	 Acceptance of Transmission-Agreement - This Agreement is expressly conditioned and 
contingent upon Idaho Power’s acceptance of the Transmission Agreement. Such acceptance will 
not be unreasonably withheld. A default by Seller under the Transmission Agreement will be a 
Material Breach under this Agreement. 
	
9.3 	 Losses - Idaho Power will only purchase the Net Energy that is delivered by the Transmitting 
Entity to Idaho Power at the Point of Delivery. Losses will be calculated as provided in 
Appendix B of this Agreement. 
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9.4 	 Required Transmission Agreement provisions for Facilities not located within the Idaho Power 
Electrical System Control Area - 
If the Facility is not located within the Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area, the 
following requirements must be contained within the Transmission Agreement (s); 
9.4.1 Scheduling and delivery of Net Energy The Transmission Agreement shall 
include provisions that require the Transmitting Entity(s) to schedule and deliver 
the Facility’s energy to Idaho Power in accordance with industry standard 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) scheduling processes and 
procedures. 
9.4.2 Energy Reserve Reauirements - The Transmitting Entity(s) will provide all 
generation reserves as required by the WECC and/or as required by any other 
governing agency or industry standard to deliver the Net Energy to the specified 
Point(s) of Delivery. 
9.4.3 Documentation - Seller and/or the Transmitting Entity will provide Idaho Power 
with monthly documentation in a form acceptable to Idaho Power showing the 
amount of energy scheduled and delivered to Idaho Power on an hourly basis. 
If the Facility is located within the Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area but not 
within the Idaho Power service territory a combination of, energy scheduling, metering 
and telemetry equipment meeting Idaho Power standards shall be required to be in place 
that will provide Idaho Power accurate instantaneous Net Energy deliveries being made 
to Idaho Power at the Point of Delivery at any moment in time as well as the capability to 
record the Net Energy deliveries for an extended period of time to provide the necessary 
Net Energy delivery data to administer this Agreement. The Seller shall be responsible 
for making all necessary arrangements and for the cost of this process and equipment. 
The specific equipment and schedule process shall be specified in more detail in 
Appendix B of this Agreement. 
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ARTICLE X - RECORDS 
10.1 Maintenance of Records - Seller shall maintain at the Facility or such other location mutually 
acceptable to the Parties adequate total generation, Net Energy, Station Use, Inadvertent Energy 
and maximum generation (kW) records in a form and content acceptable to Idaho Power. 
10.2 Inspection - Either Party, after reasonable notice to the other Party, shall have the right, during 
normal business hours, to inspect and audit any or all generation, Net Energy, Station Use, 
Inadvertent Energy and maximum generation (kW) records pertaining to the Seller’s Facility. 
ARTICLE XI: OPERATIONS 
11 .1 Communications - Idaho Power, the Transmitting Entity(s) and the Seller shall maintain 
appropriate operating communications through Idaho Power’s Designated Dispatch Facility in 
accordance with Appendix A of this Agreement. 
11.2 Energy Acceptance - 
12.2.1 Idaho Power shall be excused from accepting and paying for Net Energy or accepting 
Inadvertent Energy which would have otherwise been produced by the Facility and 
delivered by the Transmitting Entity(s) on behalf of the Seller to the Point of Delivery, if 
it is prevented from doing so by an event of Force Majeure, Forced Outage or if 
Idaho Power determines that curtailment, interruption or reduction of Net Energy or 
Inadvertent Energy deliveries is necessary because of line construction, electrical system 
maintenance requirements, emergencies, electrical system operating conditions, or 
electrical system reliability emergencies on its system or as otherwise required by 
Prudent Electrical Practices. If, for reasons other than an event of Force Majeure or a 
Forced Outage, a temporary disconnection that exceeds twenty (20) days, beginning with 
the twenty-first day of such interruption, curtailment or reduction, Seller will be deemed 
to be delivering Net Energy at a rate equivalent to the pro rata daily average of the 
amounts specified for the applicable month in paragraph 6.2. Idaho Power will notify 
Seller when the interruption, curtailment or reduction is terminated. 
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11.2.2 Under no circumstances will the Transmitting Entity(s) on Seller’s behalf deliver Net 
Energy and/or Inadvertent Energy from the Facility to the Point of Delivery in an amount 
that exceeds the Maximum Capacity Amount at any moment in time. Either the 
Transmitting Entity(s) or Seller’s failure to limit deliveries to the Maximum Capacity 
Amount will be a Material Breach of this Agreement. 
11.2.3  If Idaho Power is unable to accept the energy from this Facility and is not excused from 
accepting the Facility’s energy, Idaho Power’s damages shall be limited to only the value 
of the estimated energy that Idaho Power was unable to accept. Idaho Power will have 
no responsibility to pay for any other costs, lost revenue or consequential damages the 
Facility may incur. 
11.3 Scheduled Maintenance - On or before January 31st of each calendar year, Seller shall submit a 
written proposed maintenance schedule of significant Facility and/or Transmitting Entity 
maintenance for that calendar year and Idaho Power, Seller and Transmitting Entity shall 
mutually agree as to the acceptability of the proposed schedule. The Parties determination as to 
the acceptability of the Seller’s timetable for scheduled maintenance will take into consideration 
Prudent Electrical Practices, Idaho Power system requirements and the Seller’s preferred 
schedule. Neither Party shall unreasonably withhold acceptance of the proposed maintenance 
schedule. 
11.4 Maintenance Coordination - The Seller, Idaho Power and the Transmitting Entity(s) shall, to the 
extent practical, coordinate their respective line and Facility maintenance schedules such that they 
occur simultaneously. 
11.5 Contact Prior to Curtailment - Idaho Power will make a reasonable attempt to contact the Seller 
and/or the Transmitting Entity prior to exercising its rights to curtail, interrupt or reduce 
deliveries from the Transmitting Entity from the Seller’s Facility. Seller and the Transmitting 
Entity understand that, in the case of emergency circumstances, real time operations of the 
electrical system, and/or unplanned events Idaho Power may not be able to provide notice to the 
Seller or the Transmitting Entity prior to interruption, curtailment, or reduction of electrical 
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ARTICLE XII: RELIABILITY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
If the Facility is not located within the Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area, the Seller will be 
required to comply with the Reliability Management processes of the control area operator having control 
of the specific location of the Facility and this Article XII will not apply. If the Facility is located within 
the Idaho Power Control Area, the Seller is required to comply with the following: 
12.1 Purpose. In order to maintain the reliable operation of the transmission grid, the WECC 
Reliability Criteria Agreement sets forth reliability criteria adopted by the WECC to which Seller 
and Idaho Power shall be required to comply. Seller acknowledges receipt and understanding of 
the WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement and how it pertains to the Seller’s Facility. 
12.2 Compliance. Seller shall comply with the requirements of the WECC Reliability Criteria 
Agreement, including the applicable WECC reliability criteria set forth in Section 1V of Annex A 
thereof, and, in the event of failure to comply, Seller agrees to be subject to the sanctions 
applicable to such failure. Such sanctions shall be assessed pursuant to the procedures contained 
in the WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement. Each and all of the provisions of the WECC 
Reliability Criteria Agreement are hereby incorporated by reference into this Article XII as 
though set forth fully herein, and Seller shall for all purposes be considered a Participant, and 
shall be entitled to all of the rights and privileges and be subject to all of the obligations of a 
Participant, under and in connection with the WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement, including, 
but not limited to the rights, privileges and obligations set forth in Sections 5, 6 and 10 of the 
WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement. 
12.3 Payment of Sanctions. Seller shall be responsible for reimbursing Idaho Power for any monetary 
sanctions assessed against Idaho Power by WECC due to the action or inaction of the Seller, 
pursuant to the WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement. Seller also shall be responsible for 
payment of any monetary sanction assessed against the Seller by WECC pursuant to the WECC 
Reliability Criteria Agreement. Any such payment shall be made pursuant to the procedures 
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specified in the WECC Reliability Criteria Agreement. 
12.4 Transfer of Control or Sale of Generation Facilities. In any sale or transfer of control of any 
generation facilities subject to this Agreement, Seller shall, as a condition of such sale or transfer, 
require the acquiring party or transferee with respect to the transferred facilities either to assume 
the obligations of the Seller with respect to this Agreement or to enter into an agreement with 
Idaho Power imposing on the acquiring party or transferee the same obligations applicable to the 
Seller pursuant to this Article XII. 
12.5 Publication. Seller consents to the release by the WECC of information related to the Seller’s 
compliance with this Agreement only in accordance with the WECC Reliability Criteria 
Agreement. 
12.6 Third Parties. Except for the rights and obligations between the WECC and the Seller specified 
in this Article XII, this Agreement creates contractual rights and obligations solely between the 
Parties. Nothing in this Agreement shall create, as between the Parties or with respect to the 
WECC: (a) any obligation or liability whatsoever (other than as expressly provided in this 
Agreement), or (b) any duty or standard of care whatsoever. In addition, nothing in this 
Agreement shall create any duty, liability or standard of care whatsoever as to any other party. 
Except for the rights, as a third-party beneficiary under this Article XII, of the WECC against the 
Seller for the Seller, no third party shall have any rights whatsoever with respect to enforcement 
of any provision of this Agreement. Idaho Power and the Seller expressly intend that the WECC 
is a third-party beneficiary to this Article XII, and the WECC shall have the right to seek to 
enforce against the Seller any provision of this Article XII, provided that specific performance 
shall be the sole remedy available to the WECC pursuant to Article XII of this Agreement, and 
the Seller shall not be liable to the WECC pursuant to this Agreement for damages of any kind 
whatsoever (other than the payment of sanctions to the WECC, if so construed), whether direct, 
compensatory, special, indirect, consequential, or punitive. 
12.7 Reserved Rights. Nothing in the Article XII of this Agreement or the WECC Reliability Criteria 
Agreement shall affect the right of Idaho Power, subject to any necessary regulatory approval, to 
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take such other measures to maintain reliability, including disconnection that Idaho Power may 
otherwise be entitled to take. 
12.8 Termination of Article XII. Seller may terminate its obligations pursuant to this Article XII: 
12.8.1 If after the effective date of this Article XII, the requirements of the WECC Reliability 
Criteria Agreement applicable to the Seller are amended so as to adversely affect the 
Seller, provided that the Seller gives fifteen (15) days’ notice of such termination to 
Idaho Power and WECC within forty-five (45) days of the date of issuance of a FERC 
order accepting such amendment for filing, provided further that the forty-five (45) day 
period within which notice of termination is required may be extended by the Seller for 
an additional forty-five (45) days if the Seller gives written notice to Idaho Power of such 
requested extension within the initial forty-five (45) day period; or 
12.8.2 For any reason on one year’s written notice to Idaho Power and the WECC. 
ARTICLE XIII: INDEMNIFICATION AND INSURANCE 
13.1 Indemnification - Each Party shall agree to hold harmless and to indemnify the other Party, its 
officers, agents, affiliates, subsidiaries, parent company and employees against all loss, damage, 
expense and liability to third persons for injury to or death of person or injury to property, 
proximately caused by the indemnifying Party’s (a) construction, ownership, operation or 
maintenance of, or by failure of, any of such Party’s works or facilities used in connection with 
this Agreement, or (b) negligent or intentional acts, errors or omissions. The indemnifying Party 
shall, on the other Party’s request, defend any suit asserting a claim covered by this indemnity. 
The indemnifying Party shall pay all documented costs, including reasonable attorney fees that 
may be incurred by the other Party in enforcing this indemnity. 
13.2 	 Insurance - During the term of this Agreement, Seller shall secure and continuously carry the 
following insurance coverage: 
13.2.1 Comprehensive General Liability Insurance for both bodily injury and property damage 
with limits equal to $1,000,000, each occurrence, combined single limit. The deductible 
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similar property. 
13.2.2 The above insurance coverage shall be placed with an insurance company with an A.M. 
Best Company rating of A- or better and shall include: 
(a) An endorsement naming Idaho Power as an additional insured and loss payee as 
applicable; and 
(b) A provision stating that such policy shall not be canceled or the limits of liability 
reduced without sixty (60) days’ prior written notice to Idaho Power. 
13.3 Seller to Provide Certificate of Insurance - As required in paragraph 4.1.6 herein and annually 
thereafter, Seller shall furnish Idaho Power a certificate of insurance, together with the 
endorsements required therein, evidencing the coverage as set forth above. 
13.4 Seller to Notify Idaho Power of Loss of Coverage - If the insurance coverage required by 
paragraph 13.2 shall lapse for any reason, Seller will immediately notify Idaho Power in writing. 
The notice will advise Idaho Power of the specific reason for the lapse and the steps Seller is 
taking to reinstate the coverage. Failure to provide this notice and to expeditiously reinstate or 
replace the coverage will constitute a Material Breach of this Agreement. 
ARTICLE XN: FORCE MAJEURE 
14.1 As used in this Agreement, "Force Majeure" or "an event of Force Majeure" means any cause 
beyond the control of the Seller or of Idaho Power which, despite the exercise of due diligence, 
such Party is unable to prevent or overcome. Force Majeure includes, but is not limited to, acts of 
God, fire, flood, storms, wars, hostilities, civil strife, strikes and other labor disturbances, 
earthquakes, fires, lightning, epidemics, sabotage, or changes in law or regulation occurring after 
the effective date, which, by the exercise of reasonable foresight such party could not reasonably 
have been expected to avoid and by the exercise of due diligence, it shall be unable to overcome. 
If either Party is rendered wholly or in part unable to perform its obligations under this 
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 eit Party is rendered who ly or in part unable to pe form its obligations under this 
Agreement because of an event of Force Majeure, both Parties shall be excused from whatever 
performance is affected by the event of Force Majeure, provided that: 
(1) The  non-performing Party shall, as soon as is reasonably possible after the 
occurrence of the Force Majeure, give the other Party written notice describing 
the particulars of the occurrence. 
(2) The suspension of performance shall be of no greater scope and of no longer 
duration than is required by the event of Force Majeure. 
(3) No obligations of either Party which arose before the occurrence causing the 
suspension of performance and which could and should have been fully 
performed before such occurrence shall be excused as a result of such 
ARTICLE XV: LIABILITY: DEDICATION 
15.1 Limitation of Liability. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to create any duty to, any 
standard of care with reference to, or any liability to any person not a Party to this Agreement. 
Neither party shall be liable to the other for any indirect, special, consequential, nor punitive 
damages, except as expressly authorized by this Agreement. 
15.2 Dedication. No undertaking by one Party to the other under any provision of this Agreement 
shall constitute the dedication of that Party’s system or any portion thereof to the Party or the 
public or affect the status of Idaho Power as an independent public utility corporation or Seller as 
an independent individual or entity. 
ARTICLE XVI: SEVERAL OBLIGATIONS 
16.1 	 Except where specifically stated in this Agreement to be otherwise, the duties, obligations and 
liabilities of the Parties are intended to be several and not joint or collective. Nothing contained 
in this Agreement shall ever be construed to create an association,, trust, partnership or joint 
venture or impose a trust or partnership duty, obligation or liability on or with regard to either 
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Party. Each Party shall be individually and severally liable for its own obligations under this 
Agreement. 
ARTICLE XVII: WAIVER 
17.1 Any waiver at any time by either Party of its rights with respect to a default under this Agreement 
or with respect to any other matters arising in connection with this Agreement shall not be 
deemed a waiver with respect to any subsequent default or other matter. 
ARTICLE XVIII: CHOICE OF LAWS AND VENUE 
18.1 This Agreement shall be construed and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of 
Idaho without reference to its choice of law provisions. 
18.2 Venue for any litigation arising out of or related to this Agreement will lie in the District Court of 
the Fourth Judicial District of Idaho in and for the County of Ada. 
ARTICLE XIX: DISPUTES AND DEFAULT 
19.1 Disputes - All disputes related to or arising under this Agreement, including, but not limited to, 
the interpretation of the terms and conditions of this Agreement, will be submitted to the 
Commission for resolution. 
19.2 Notice of Default 
19.2.1 	 Defaults. If either Party fails to perform any of the terms or conditions of this 
Agreement (an "event of default"), the non-defaulting Party shall cause notice in 
writing to be given to the defaulting Party, specifying the manner in which such 
default occurred. If the defaulting Party shall fail to cure such default within the sixty 
(60) days after service of such notice, or if the defaulting Party reasonably 
demonstrates to the other Party that the default can be cured within a commercially 
reasonable time but not within such sixty (60) day period and then fails to diligently 
pursue such cure, then, the non-defaulting Party may, at its option, terminate this 
Agreement and/or pursue its legal or equitable remedies. 
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	19.2.2 	 Material Breaches - The notice and cure provisions in paragraph 19.2.1 do not apply 
to defaults identified in this Agreement as Material Breaches. Material Breaches must 
be cured as expeditiously as possible following occurrence of the breach. 
19.3 Security for Performance - Prior to the Operation Date and thereafter for the full term of this 
Agreement, Seller will provide Idaho Power with the following: 
	
19.3.1 	 Insurance - Evidence of compliance with the provisions of paragraph 13.2. If Seller 
fails to comply, such failure will be a Material Breach and may g& be cured by 
Seller supplying evidence that the required insurance coverage has been replaced or 
reinstated; 
	
19.3.2 	 Engineer’s Certifications - Every three (3) years after the Operation Date, Seller will 
supply Idaho Power with a Certification of Ongoing Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) from a Registered Professional Engineer licensed in the State of Idaho, which 
Certification of Ongoing 0 & M shall be in the form specified in Appendix C. Seller’s 
failure to supply the required certificate will be an event of default. Such a default 
may only be cured by Seller providing the required certificate; and 
19.3.3 Licenses and Permits - During the full term of this Agreement, Seller shall maintain 
compliance with all permits and licenses described in paragraph 4. 1.1 of this 
Agreement. In addition, Seller will supply Idaho Power with copies of any new or 
additional permits or licenses. At least every fifth Contract Year, Seller will update the 
documentation described in Paragraph 4.1.1. If at any time Seller fails to maintain 
compliance with the permits and licenses described in paragraph 4.1.1 or to provide 
the documentation required by this paragraph, such failure will be an event of default 
and may only be cured by Seller submitting to Idaho Power evidence of compliance 
from the permitting agency. 
ARTICLE XX: GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORIZATION 
20.1 This Agreement is subject to the jurisdiction of those governmental agencies having control over 
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.  This Agre ment is subject o the jurisdiction of those governmental agencies having control over 
 -
either Party of this Agreement. 
ARTICLE )M: COMMISSION ORDER 
21.1 This Agreement shall become finally effective upon the Commission’s approval of all terms and 
provisions hereof without change or condition and declaration that all payments to be made to 
Seller hereunder shall be allowed as prudently incurred expenses for ratemaking purposes. 
ARTICLE XXII: SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS 
22.1 This Agreement and all of the terms and provisions hereof shall be binding upon and inure to the 
benefit of the respective successors and assigns of the Parties hereto, except that no assignment 
hereof by either Party shall become effective without the written consent of both Parties being 
first obtained. Such consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
any party which Idaho Power may consolidate, or into which it may merge, or to which it may 
convey or transfer substantially all of its electric utility assets, shall automatically, without further 
act, and without need of consent or approval by the Seller, succeed to all of Idaho Power’s rights, 
obligations and interests under this Agreement. This article shall not prevent a financing entity 
with recorded or secured rights from exercising all rights and remedies available to it under law 
or contract. Idaho Power shall have the right to be notified by the financing entity that it is 
exercising such rights or remedies. 
ARTICLE XXIII: MODIFICATION 
23.1 No modification to this Agreement shall be valid unless it is in writing and signed by both Parties 
and subsequently approved by the Commission. 
ARTICLE XX1V: TAXES 
24.1 Each Party shall pay before delinquency all taxes and other governmental charges which, if failed 
to be paid when due, could result in a lien upon the Facility or the Interconnection Facilities. 
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ARTICLE XXV: NOTICES 
25.1 All written notices under this Agreement shall be directed as follows and shall be considered 
delivered when faxed, e-mailed and confirmed with deposit in the U.S. Mail, first-class, postage 
prepaid, as follows: 
To Seller: 
Ori2mal document to: 
Brett Woodard 
Wasatch Wind Intermountain, LLC 
2700 Homestead Rd, Suite 210 
Park City, UT 84098 
Telephone: 435-503-8822 
Cell: 	 972-832-7609 
FAX: 	 435-647-5889 
E-mail: bwoodard@wasatchwind.com  
To Idaho Power.  
Original document to: 
Vice President, Power Supply 
Idaho Power Company 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
Email: Lgrowfiidahopower.com  
Cony of document to: 
Cogeneration and Small Power Production 
Idaho Power Company 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
E-mail: rallphin(idahopower.com  
Either Party may change the contact person and/or address information listed above, by providing written 
notice from an authorized person representing the Party. 
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 All written notices under this Agre ment shall be dir cted as follows and shall be considered 
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ARTICLE XXVI: ADDiTIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
26.1 This Agreement includes the following appendices, which are attached hereto and included by 
reference: 
Appendix A - 
	
Monthly Power Production and Availability Report 
Appendix B - 
	
Facility and Point of Delivery 
Appendix C - 	 Engineer’s Certifications 
Appendix D - 
	
Forms of Liquid Security 
Appendix E - 
	
Wind Energy Production Forecasting 
ARTICLE XXVII: SEVERABILITY 
27.1 The invalidity or unenforceabiity of any term or provision of this Agreement shall not affect the 
validity or enforceability of any other terms or provisions and this Agreement shall be construed 
in all other respects as if the invalid or unenforceable term or provision were omitted. 
ARTICLE XXVffl: COUNTERPARTS 
28.1 This Agreement may be executed in two or more counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an 
original but all of which together shall constitute one and the same instrument. 
ARTICLE XXIX: ENTIRE AGREEMENT 
29.1 This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement of the Parties concerning the subject matter 
hereof and supersedes all prior or contemporaneous oral or written agreements between the 
Parties concerning the subject matter hereof. 
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 This Agre me t includes the following appendices, w ich are attached hereto and included by 
pendix A 
pendixB
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ENTIRE AGREEMENT 
 This Agre ment cons itutes the entire Agre ment ofthe Parties concerning the subject matter 
f ll ri r r t ra e us oral or ri ten agreements betw en the 
j t tter r f. 
-
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed 
in their respective names on the dates set forth below: 
Idaho Power Comnany 
By 	
/ 	
By 
Lisa A Grow 
Sr. Vice President, Power Supply LVWLWi 
Dated 	 t2 2’S 10 
	
Dated 	
9- 	 - Zo (0 
	
"Idaho Power" 	 "Seller" 
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,  arti s eret  have caused this gree ent to be executed 
 t  t  set fort  bel : 
p  
tffia J &. ~k) 
Brett Woodard 
r  Manager 
 \2'~0'lO  lJ- ~ 1-0 - 20
  
-
APPENDIX A 
Ai MONTHLY POWER PRODUCTION AND AVAILABILiTY REPORT 
At the end of each month the following required documentation will be submitted to: 
Idaho Power Company 
Attn: Cogeneration and Small Power Production 
P 0 Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
The Meter readings required on this report will be the reading on the Meter Equipment measuring the 
Facility’s Net Energy delivered by the Transmitting Entity to the Idaho Power electrical system and/or 
any other required energy measurements to adequately administer this Agreement. If the Metering 
Equipment is not located at the point which is able to measure the exact energy deliveries to the 
Idaho Power electrical system, then the metered energy amounts will be adjusted to account for electrical 
Losses occurring between the metering point and the point which the energy is delivered to the 
Idaho Power electrical system. 
This report shall also include the Seller’s calculation of the Mechanical Availability. 
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f t l i  r i  cu entation i l be submi ted to: 
 ll er r cti  
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-
Idaho Power Company 
Cogeneration and Small Power Production 
MONTHLY POWER PRODUCTION AND AVAILABILITY REPORT 
. 
Project Name 
Address 
City State 
Net Facility 
OutDut 
Month 	 Year 
Project Number: 
Phone Number: - 
Zip 
Station 	 Station 
usage- 	 Usage 
Metered 
Meter Number: 
End of Month kWh Meter Reading: 
Beginning of Month kWh Meter: 
Difference: 
Times Meter Constant: 
kWh for the Month: 
Metered Demand: 
kW 
Net Generation 
Mechanical Availability Guarantee 
Seller Calculated Mechanical Availability 
 
As specified in this Agreement, the Seller shall include with this monthly report a summary statement of the 
Mechanical Availability of this Facility for the calendar month. This summary shall include details as to how 
the Seller calculated this value and summary of the Facility data used in the calculation. Idaho Power and 
the Seller shall work together to mutually develop a summary report that provides the required data. Idaho 
Power reserves the right to review the detailed data used in this calculation as allowed within the Agreement. 
Signature 	 Date 
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A 2 MONTHLY POWER PRODUCTION AND SWITCHING REPORT FOR PROJECTS 
LOCATED OUTSIDE OF THE IDAHO POWER ELECTRICAL SYSTEM CONTROL AREA. 
a.) The Transmitting Entity will schedule and deliver the Facility’s Net Energy to the 
Idaho Power electrical system at the Point of Delivery in accordance with the electrical 
industry standard WECC scheduling and delivery processes. As specified in paragraph 9.4 
the Seller and/or the Transmitting Entity shall provide Idaho Power with monthly 
documentation indicating the hourly energy scheduled and delivered to Idaho Power. This 
documentation will be reconciled with Idaho Power records of energy scheduled and received 
from this Facility. In the event a discrepancy exists between the Idaho Power records and the 
Seller / Transmitting Entity documents, Idaho Power records will be considered to be 
accurate until such time as Idaho Power, the Seller and the Transmitting Entity mutually 
agree on an adjustment to the Idaho Power records. 
b.) The Seller shall submit to Idaho Power a Monthly Power Production and Switching Report as 
specified in Appendix A-i of this Agreement. The meter readings on this report shall be the 
meter readings at the actual Facility measuring the actual energy deliveries to Transmitting 
Entity at the Facility. 
A4 ROUTINE REPORTING FOR PROJECTS OUTSIDE OF THE IDAHO POWER 
ELECTRICAL SYSTEM CONTROL AREA. 
The Seller and Transmitting Entity shall maintain appropriate communications with the 
Idaho Power Designed Dispatch Facility in compliance with electric industry standard WECC energy 
scheduling processes and procedures. 
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Seller’s Contact Information 
24-Hour Project ODerational Contact 
Name:  
Telephone Number. 
Cell Phone:  
Project On-site Contact information 
Telephone Number:  
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t -site ontact information 
elephone u ber: ________ _ 
\ 
APPENDIX B 
FACILITY AND POINT OF DELIVERY 
Project Name: Grouse Creek Wind Park II 
Project Number: 41455250 
B-i DESCRIPTION OF FACILITY 
(Must include the Nameplate Capacity rating and VAR capability, (both leading and lagging) of all 
generation units to be included in the Facility.) 
21 MW wind energy facility consisting of seven, 3.0 MW Vestas 3.0 V-i 12 wind turbine 
generators. 
The maximum output at rated power: 
Leading VAR Capability (VARS provided by machine, overexcited) 0.98 leading power factor or 
0.61 WAR per machine, for a total of 4.26 WAR for the site. Lagging VAR capability (VARS 
absorbed by machine, underexcited) 0.96 lagging power factor or 0.88 WAR per machine, for a 
total of 6.13 WAR for the site. 
Var Capability Leading is 6.31 WAR Lagging is 9.3 WAR 
If the Seller wishes to substitute different wind turbines, under no circumstances will the 
Nameplate Capacity exceed 21 MW and the Seller shall provide detailed specifications of the 
proposed substitute wind turbines to Idaho Power prior to the Seller procuring the substitute wind 
turbines or beginning of construction of this Facility. Idaho Power will then review this detailed 
information and either accept or reject the Seller’s proposed substitute wind turbines. 
Idaho Power’s acceptance of the substitute wind turbines will be required by both confirmations 
that the interconnection is able to accommodate the substitute wind turbines and that the 
substitute wind turbines are acceptable under this Agreement. Only after Idaho Power’s 
acceptance of the substitute wind turbines shall the Seller be allowed to install the substitute wind 
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turbines, which acceptance shall not be unreasonably withheld. 
B-2 LOCATION OF FACILITY 
Near: Lynn, UT 
Sections: 21.27.28 Township: 14 N Range: 17 W County: Box Elder. UT 
Description of Interconnection Location: Between the BPA Bridge and West Wendover 
Substations on the BPA 138 kV transmission line. 
Nearest Idaho Power Substation: Minidoka substation 
B-3 SCHEDULED FIRST ENERGY AND OPERATION DATE 
Seller has selected June 1. 2013 as the Scheduled First Energy Date. 
Seller has selected December 1. 2013 as the Scheduled Operation Date. 
In making these selections, Seller recognizes that adequate testing of the Facility and completion 
of all requirements in paragraph 5.2 of this Agreement must be completed prior to the project 
being granted an Operation Date. 
B4 MAXIMUM CAPACITY AMOUNT: 
This value will be 21 MW which is consistent with the value provided by the Seller to 
interconnection provider and the Transmitting Entity(s). This value is the maximum energy 
(MW) that potentially could be delivered by Transmitting Entity to the Idaho Power Point of 
Delivery on the Seller’s behalf, from the Seller’s Facility at any moment in time. 
B-5 POINT OF DELIVERY 
Minidoka Substation is point on the Idaho Power electrical system where the Sellers Facility’s 
Net energy is delivered by the Transmitting Entity to the Idaho Power electrical system. 
B-6 LOSSES 
For Facilities within the Idaho Power Electrical System Control area - If the Idaho Power 
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Metering equipment is capable of measuring the exact energy deliveries by the Transmitting 
Entity on behalf of the Seller to the Idaho Power electrical system at the Point of Delivery, no 
Losses will be calculated for this Facility. If the Idaho Power Metering is unable to measure the 
exact energy deliveries by the Transmitting Entity on behalf of the Seller to the Idaho Power 
electrical system at the Point of Delivery, a Losses calculation will be established to measure the 
energy losses (kWh) between the Seller’s Facility and the Idaho Power Point of Delivery. This 
loss calculation will be initially set at 2% (or any other reasonably determined value by Idaho 
Power) of the kWh energy production recorded on the Facility generation metering equipment. 
At such time as Seller provides Idaho Power with the electrical equipment specifications 
(transformer loss specifications, conductor sizes, etc) of all of the electrical equipment between 
the Facility and the Idaho Power electrical system, Idaho Power will configure a revised loss 
calculation formula to be agreed to by both parties and used to calculate the kWh Losses for the 
remaining term of the Agreement. If at any time during the term of this Agreement, Idaho Power 
determines that the loss calculation does not correctly reflect the actual kWh losses attributed to 
the electrical equipment between the Facility and the Idaho Power electrical system, Idaho Power 
may adjust the calculation and retroactively adjust the previous months kWh loss calculations. 
For Facilities outside of the Idaho Power Electrical Control area - Idaho Power will only pay for 
Net Energy that is scheduled and delivered by the Transmitting Entity to the Point of Delivery. 
All energy Losses between the Facility and the Point of Delivery will be borne by either the 
Transmitting Entity or the Seller. 
B-7 INTERCONNECTION FACILITIES 
The Seller and Transmitting Entity shall construct, operate and maintain the Facility and all 
interconnection and protection equipment in accordance with Prudent Electrical Practices, the 
National Electric Safety Code and any other applicable local, state and federal codes 
B-8 METERING AND TELEMETRY 
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-
For Facilities located within the Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area 
Metering EquiDment - At the minimum the Metering Equipment and Telemetry equipment 
must be able to provide and record hourly energy deliveries by the Transmitting Entity to the 
Point of Delivery and any other energy measurements required to administer this Agreement. 
Telemetry Equipment - At the minimum the Telemetry Equipment must be able to provide 
Idaho Power with continuous instantaneous telemetry of the Facility’s energy deliveries to 
the Transmitting Entity. The Seller will arrange for and make available at Seller’s cost, a 
communications circuit acceptable to Idaho Power, dedicated to Idaho Power’s use to be used 
for load profiling and another communications circuit dedicated to Idaho Power’s 
communication equipment for continuous telemetering of the Facility’s energy deliveries to 
the Transmitting Entity to Idaho Power’s Designated Dispatch Facility. 
All costs including but not limited to actual equipment, installation, engineering, monthly 
communication circuit fees, operations and maintenance will be the responsibility of the 
Seller. 
Exact details of the Metering and Telemetry equipment and specifications will need to be 
added to this appendix once more information becomes available in regards to the physical 
and electrical configuration at this site and the configuration of the interconnection at the 
Point of Delivery. 
For Facilities located outside of the Idaho Power Electrical System Control Area 
Metering Etuioment - At the minimum the Metering Equipment must be able to provide and 
record hourly energy deliveries by the Facility to the Transmitting Entity and any other 
energy measurements required to administer this Agreement. 
Telemetry Equipment - If Telemetry Equipment is required by the Transmitting Entity and 
the Transmitting Entity and Idaho Power determine that it is required that Idaho Power have 
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access to the automated data. The Seller shall be responsible for all costs associated with 
providing the automated telemetry data to Idaho Power. 
Exact details of the Metering and Telemetry equipment and specifications will need to be added 
to this appendix once more information becomes available in regards to the physical and 
electrical configuration at this site and the configuration of the interconnection at the Point of 
Delivery. 
B-8 NETWORK RESOURCE DESIGNATION 
Idaho Power cannot accept or pay for generation from this Facility until a Network Resource 
Designation ("NRD") application has been accepted by Idaho Power’s delivery business unit. 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC") rules require Idaho Power to prepare and 
submit the NRD. Because much of the information Idaho Power needs to prepare the NRD is 
specific to the Seller’s Facility, Idaho Power’s ability to file the NRD in a timely manner is 
contingent upon timely receipt of the required information from the Seller. Prior to Idaho Power 
beginning the process to enable Idaho Power to submit a request for NRD status for this Facility, 
the Seller shall have completed all requirements as specified in Paragraph 5.7 of this Agreement. 
Seller’s failure to provide complete and accurate information in a timely manner can 
significantly impact Idaho Power’s ability and cost to attain the NRD designation for the 
Seller’s Facility and the Seller shall bear the costs of any of these delays that are a result of 
any action or inaction by the Seller. 
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APPENDIX C 
ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATION 
OF 
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE POLICY 
The undersigned 	 , on behalf of himself/herself and 
hereinafter collectively referred to as "Engineer," hereby states and certifies to the Seller 
as follows: 
1. That Engineer is a Licensed Professional Engineer in good standing in the State of Idaho. 
2. That Engineer has reviewed the Energy Sales Agreement, hereinafter "Agreement," between 
Idaho Power as Buyer, and 
	 as Seller, dated__________________ 
3. That the cogeneration or small power production project which is the subject of the Agreement 
and this Statement is identified as 1PCo Facility No. 
	 and is hereinafter referred to as 
the "Project." 
4. That the Project, which is commonly known as the 
	
Project, is located in 
Section 	 Township 	 Range 	 , Boise Meridian, County, Idaho. 
5. That Engineer recognizes that the Agreement provides for the Project to furnish electrical energy 
to Idaho Power for a year period. 
6. That Engineer has substantial experience in the design, construction and operation of electric 
power plants of the same type as this Project. 
7. That Engineer has no economic relationship to the Design Engineer of this Project. 
8. That Engineer has reviewed and/or supervised the review of the Policy for Operation and 
Maintenance ("O&M") for this Project and it is his professional opinion that, provided said Project has 
been designed and built to appropriate standards, adherence to said O&M Policy will result in the 
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_____________ -----', on behalf of himselflherself and 
_____ , r ll tively refe red to as "Engin er," hereby s ates and certifies o the Seller 
. r  i sed r fessional ngineer in good standing in the State of Idaho. 
.  revie e  the Energy Sales Agr ement, hereinafter "Agr ement, It betw en 
 ,  as Seller, dated _  '
 t  cogeneration or sma l power production project which is the subject of the Agre ment 
 tate ent is identified as IPCo Facility No.   reinafter refe red to as 
t.  
. r ject, which is commonly known as the  l cated in 
 __   
S  i er recognizes that the Agr ement provides for the Projec ' to furnish lectrical nergy 
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. subst ti ex ri in the design, construction and operation of lectric 
  f   t e as t is roject. 
. r  i  l ti ship to the esign ngineer of this Project. 
. r i  / r supervised the revie  of the Policy for Operation and 
  f r t is r ject and it is his professional opinion that, provided said Project has 
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 -
Project’s producing at or near the design electrical output, efficiency and plant factor for a 
	 year 
period. 
9. That Engineer recognizes that Idaho Power, in accordance with paragraph 5.2 of the Agreement, 
is relying on Engineer’s representations and opinions contained in this Statement. 
10. That Engineer certifies that the above statements are complete, true and accurate to the best of 
his/her knowledge and therefore sets his/her hand and seal below. 
By 
(P.E. Stamp) 
Date 
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.  ineer recognizes that Idaho Power, in accordance with p ragraph   ree ent, 
  r'   t i ed in t is State ent. 
.  a  state t  r  co l t , true and accurate to the best of 
   t r f re sets his/her hand and seal below. 
By ______________________ _ 
  
Dme ______________________ __ 
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APPENDIX C 
ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATION 
OF 
ONGOING OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 
The undersigned 	 on behalf of himself/herself 
and 	 hereinafter collectively referred to as "Engineer," hereby states and 
certifies to the Seller as follows: 
1. That Engineer is a Licensed Professional Engineer in good standing in the State of Idaho. 
2. That Engineer has reviewed the Energy Sales Agreement, hereinafter "Agreement," between 
Idaho Power as Buyer, and 
	 as Seller, dated 
 
3. That the cogeneration or small power production project which is the subject of the Agreement 
and this Statement is identified as IPCo Facility No. 
	 and hereinafter referred to as the 
"Project". 
4. That the Project, which is commonly known as the 
	 ___Project, is located in 
Section 	 Township 	 Range 	 , Boise Meridian, 	 County, Idaho. 
5. That Engineer recognizes that the Agreement provides for the Project to furnish electrical energy 
to Idaho Power for a 
	 period. 
6. That Engineer has substantial experience in the design, construction and operation of electric 
power plants of the same type as this Project. 
7. That Engineer has no economic relationship to the Design Engineer of this Project. 
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__________ r i ft r ll ti el  referred to as "Engineer," h reby states and 
 ller  f ll
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 revie  the Energy Sales Agr ement, hereinafter "Agr ement," betw en 
r ,  as eller, ate  _________ _ 
. t ti  or sma l power production project which is the subject of the Agre ment 
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8. That Engineer has made a physical inspection of said Project, its operations and maintenance 
records since the last previous certified inspection. It is Engineer’s professional opinion, based on the 
Project’s appearance, that its ongoing O&M has been substantially in accordance with said O&M Policy; 
that it is in reasonably good operating condition; and that if adherence to said O&M Policy continues, the 
Project will continue producing at or near its design electrical output, efficiency and plant factor for the 
remaining_____ years of the Agreement. 
9. That Engineer recognizes that Idaho Power, in accordance with paragraph 5.2 of the Agreement, 
is relying on Engineer’s representations and opinions contained in this Statement. 
10. That Engineer certifies that the above statements are complete, true and accurate to the best of 
Ins/her knowledge and therefore sets his/her hand and seal below. 
LO 
(P.E. Stamp) 
Date 
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APPENDIX C 
ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATION 
OF 
DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION ADEQUACY 
The undersigned 	
. on behalf of himself/herself and 
hereinafter collectively referred to as "Engineer", hereby states and 
certifies to Idaho Power as follows: 
1. That Engineer is a Licensed Professional Engineer in good standing in the State of Idaho. 
2. That Engineer has reviewed the Firm Energy Sales Agreement, hereinafter "Agreement", 
between Idaho Power as Buyer, and 
	 as Seller, dated _________ 
3. That the cogeneration or small power production project, which is the subject of the 
Agreement and this Statement, is identified as IPCo Facility No 
	 is hereinafter 
referred to as the "Project". 
4. That the Project, which is commonly known as the 
	 Project, is located in 
Section 	 Township 	 Range 	 , Boise Meridian, 	 County, Idaho. 
5. That Engineer recognizes that the Agreement provides for the Project to furnish electrical 
energy to Idaho Power for a 
	 year period. 
6. That Engineer has substantial experience in the design, construction and operation of 
electric power plants of the same type as this Project. 
7. That Engineer has no economic relationship to the Design Engineer of this Project and 
has made the analysis of the plans and specifications independently. 
8. That Engineer has reviewed the engineering design and construction of the Project, 
including the civil work, electrical work, generating equipment, prime mover conveyance system, Seller 
furnished Interconnection Facilities and other Project facilities and equipment. 
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undersigned _____________ ----', on behalf of himselfiherself and 
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9. That the Project has been constructed in accordance with said plans and specifications, all 
applicable codes and consistent with Prudent Electrical Practices as that term is described in the 
Agreement. 
10. That the design and construction of the Project is such that with reasonable and prudent 
operation and maintenance practices by Seller, the Project is capable of performing in accordance with the 
terms of the Agreement and with Prudent Electrical Practices for a 
	 year period. 
11. That Engineer recognizes that Idaho Power, in accordance with paragraph 5.2 of the 
Agreement, in interconnecting the Project with its system, is relying on Engineer’s representations and 
opinions contained in this Statement. 
12. That Engineer certifies that the above statements are complete, true and accurate to the 
best of his/her knowledge and therefore sets his/her hand and seal below. 
(P.E. Stamp) 
Date 
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APPENDIX D 
FORMS OF LIQUID SECURITY 
The Seller shall provide Idaho Power with commercially reasonable security instruments such as 
Cash Escrow Security, Guarantee or Letter of Credit as those terms are defined below or other 
forms of liquid financial security that would provide readily available cash to Idaho Power to 
satisfy the Delay Security requirement and any other security requirement within this Agreement. 
For the purpose of this Appendix D, the term "Credit Requirements" shall mean acceptable 
financial creditworthiness of the entity providing the security instrument in  relation to the term of 
the obligation in the reasonable judgment of Idaho Power, provided that any guarantee and/or 
letter of credit issued by any other entity with a short-term or long-term investment grade credit 
rating by Standard & Poor’s Corporation or Moody’s Investor Services, Inc. shall be deemed to 
have acceptable financial creditworthiness. 
I. Cash Escrow Security - Seller shall deposit flmds in an escrow account established by the 
Seller in a banking institution acceptable to both Parties equal to the Delay Security or any 
other required security amount(s). The Seller shall be responsible for all costs, and receive 
any interest earned associated with establishing and maintaining the escrow account(s). 
2. Guarantee or Letter of Credit Security - Seller shall post and maintain in an amount equal to 
the Delay Security or other required security amount(s): (a) a guaranty from a party that 
satisfies the Credit Requirements, in a form acceptable to Idaho Power at its discretion, or (b) 
an irrevocable Letter of Credit in a form acceptable to Idaho Power, in favor of Idaho Power. 
The Letter of Credit will be issued by a financial institution acceptable to both parties. The 
Seller shall be responsible for all costs associated with establishing and maintaining the 
Guarantee(s) or Letter(s) of Credit. 
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APPENDIX E 
WIND ENERGY PRODUCTION FORECASTING 
As specified in Commission Order 30488, Idaho Power shall make use of a Wind Energy Production 
Forecasting model to forecast the energy production from this Facility and other Qualifying Facility wind 
generation resources. Seller and Idaho Power will share the cost of Wind Energy Production Forecasting. 
The Facility’s share of Wind Energy Production Forecasting is determined as specified below. Sellers 
share will not be greater than 0.1% of the total energy payments made to Seller by Idaho Power during the 
previous Contract Year. 
a. For every month of this Agreement beginning with the first full month after the 
First Energy Date as specified in Appendix of this Agreement, the Wind Energy 
Production Forecasting Monthly Cost Allocation (MCA) will be due and payable 
by the Seller. Any Wind Energy Production Forecasting Monthly Cost 
Allocations (MCA) that are not reimbursed to Idaho Power shall be deducted 
from energy payments to the Seller. 
As the value of the 0.1% cap of the Facilities total energy payments will not 
be known until the first Contract Year is complete, at the end of the first 
Contract Year any prior allocations that exceeded the 0.1% cap shall be 
adjusted to reflect the 0.1% cap and if the Facility has paid the monthly 
allocations a refund will be included in equal monthly amounts over the 
ensuing Contract Year. If the Facility has not paid the monthly allocations 
the amount due Idaho Power will be adjusted accordingly and the unpaid 
balance will be deducted from the ensuing Contract Year’s energy payments. 
b. During the first Contract Year, as the value of the 0.1% cap of the Facilities total 
energy payments will not be known until the first Contract Year is complete, 
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Idaho Power will deduct the Facility’s calculated share of the Wind Energy 
Production Forecasting costs specified in item d each month during the first 
Contract Year and subsequently refund any overpayment (payments that exceed 
the cap) in equal monthly amounts over the ensuing Contract Year. 
c. The cost allocation formula described below will be reviewed and revised if 
necessary on the last day of any month in which the cumulative MW nameplate 
of wind projects having Commission approved agreements to deliver energy to 
Idaho Power has been revised by an action of the Commission. 
d. The monthly cost allocation will be based upon the following formula: 
Where: Total MW (TMW) is equal to the total nameplate rating of all QF wind 
projects that are under contract to provide energy to Idaho Power 
Company. 
Facility MW (FMW) is equal to the nameplate rating of this Facility as 
specified in Appendix B. 
Annual Wind Enemy Production Forecasting Cost (AFCost ) is equal 
to the total annual cost Idaho Power incurs to provide Wind Energy 
Production Forecasting. Idaho Power will estimate the AFCost for the 
current year based upon the previous year’s cost and expected costs for 
the current year. At year-end, Idaho Power will compare the actual costs 
to the estimated coats and any differences between the estimated AFCost 
and the actual AFCost will be included in the next year’s AFCost. 
Annual Cost Allocation (ACA) = AFCost X (FMW I TMW) 
And 
Monthly Cost Allocation (MCA) = ACA /12 
e. The Wind Energy Production Forecasting Monthly Cost Allocation (MCA) is 
due and payable to Idaho Power. The MCA will first be netted against any 
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5  -
monthly energy payments owed to the Seller. If the netting of the MCA against 
the monthly energy payments results in a balance being due Idaho Power, the 
Facility shall pay this amount within 15 days of the date of the payment invoice. 
- 52 - 
139 of 399
t   t  t e Se ler. If the netting of the MeA against 
  e ts r s lts in a balance being due Idaho Power, the 
 t i  t ithin 15 days of the date of the payment invoice. 
Office of the Secretary 
Service Date 
February 24, 2011 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK II, LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
NOTICE OF APPLICATIONS 
NOTICE OF 
MODIFIED PROCEDURE 
ORDER NO. 32191 
On December 29, 2010, Idaho Power Company filed Applications requesting 
acceptance or rejection of two 20-year Firm Energy Sales Agreements (Agreements) between 
Idaho Power and Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC. The two 
projects (Facilities) are both located near Lynn, Utah. The projects will be "qualifying facilities" 
(QFs) under the applicable provisions of the federal PURPA. Idaho Power requests that its 
Applications be processed by Modified Procedure. 
NOTICE OF APPLICATIONS 
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that, on December 28, 2010, Idaho Power and each 
of the two wind projects entered into their respective Agreements. Under the terms of the 
Agreements, the wind projects each agree to sell electric energy to Idaho Power for a 20-year 
term using the current non-levelized published avoided cost rates as currently established by the 
Commission in Order No. 31025 for energy deliveries of less than 10 aMW. Applications at 4. 
The nameplate rating of each Facility is 21 MW. Under normal and/or average conditions, each 
Facility will not exceed 10 aMW on a monthly basis. Idaho Power warrants that the Agreements 
comport with the terms and conditions of the various Commission Orders applicable to PURPA 
agreements for wind resources. Order Nos. 30415, 30488, 30738 and 31025. 
NOTICE OF APPLICATIONS 
NOTICE OF MODIFIED PROCEDURE 
ORDER NO. 32191 
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A. The Agreements 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that each Facility has selected June 1, 2013, as its 
Scheduled First Energy Date and December 1, 2013, as its Scheduled Operation Date. 
Applications at 5. Idaho Power asserts that various requirements have been placed upon the 
Facilities in order for Idaho Power to accept the Facilities’ energy deliveries. Idaho Power states 
that it will monitor the Facilities’ compliance with initial and ongoing requirements through the 
term of the Agreements. Idaho Power asserts that it has advised each Facility of the Facility’s 
responsibility to work with Idaho Power’s delivery business unit to ensure that sufficient time 
and resources will be available for delivery to construct the interconnection facilities, and 
transmission upgrades if required, in time to allow each Facility to achieve its December 1, 2013, 
Scheduled Operation Date. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that the Applications state that each Facility "is 
currently in the beginning stages of the generator interconnection process. [Each] Facility is 
located outside of Idaho Power’s service territory and thus must complete the interconnection 
process with a different host utility." Id. at 6. The Agreements require each Facility to acquire 
interconnection and continuous firm transmission capacity to a Point of Delivery on Idaho 
Power’s system. Idaho Power asserts that each Facility has been advised that delays in the 
interconnection or transmission process do not constitute excusable delays and if a Facility fails 
to achieve its Scheduled Operation Date delay damages will be assessed. Id. The Applications 
further maintain that each Facility has acknowledged and accepted the risk inherent in 
proceeding with its Agreement without knowledge of the requirements of interconnection and 
possible transmission upgrades. Id. at 7. The parties have each agreed to liquidated damage and 
security provisions of $45 per kW of nameplate capacity. Agreement, ¶11 5.3.2, 5.8.1. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that Idaho Power states that each Facility has also 
been made aware of and accepted the provisions in each Agreement and Idaho Power’s approved 
Schedule 72 regarding non-compensated curtailment or disconnection of its Facility should 
certain operating conditions develop on Idaho Power’s system. The Applications note that the 
parties’ intent and understanding is that "non-compensated curtailment would be exercised when 
the generation being provided by the Facility in certain operating conditions exceeds or 
approaches the minimum load levels of [Idaho Power’s] system such that it may have a 
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detrimental effect upon [Idaho Power’s] ability to manage its thermal, hydro, and other resources 
in order to meet its obligation to reliably serve loads on its system." Applications at 7. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that, by their own terms, the Agreements will not 
become effective until the Commission has approved all of the terms and conditions and declares 
that all payments made by Idaho Power to the Facilities for purchases of energy will be allowed 
as prudently incurred expenses for ratemaking purposes. Agreement ¶ 21.1. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that Idaho Power’s Applications specifically note 
the Joint Petition it filed with the Commission on November 5, 2010, requesting an immediate 
reduction in the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap from 10 aMW to 100 kW. 
Applications at 2. Idaho Power states that it is aware of and in compliance with its ongoing 
obligation under federal law, FERC regulations, and Commission Orders to enter into power 
purchase agreements with PURPA QFs. Id. at 3. However, Idaho Power asserts in each of its 
Applications that the Commission has specifically directed the utility "to assist the Commission 
in its gatekeeper role of assuring that utility customers are not being asked to pay more than the 
Company’s avoided cost for [its] QF contracts." Id. Idaho Power further states that "the 
continuing and unchecked requirement for the Company to acquire additional intermittent and 
other QF generation regardless of its need for additional energy or capacity on its system not 
only circumvents the Integrated Resource Planning process and creates system reliability and 
operational issues, but it also increases the price its customers must pay for their energy needs." 
Id. at 4. 
NOTICE OF MODIFIED PROCEDURE 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that the Commission has determined that the 
public interest may not require a formal hearing for these two Applications and will proceed 
under Modified Procedure pursuant to Rules 201 through 204 of the Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission’s Rules of Procedure, IDAPA 31.01.01.201 through .204. The Commission notes 
that Modified Procedure and written comments have proven to be an effective means for 
obtaining public input and participation. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that any person desiring to state a position on 
these Applications or any individual Application may file a written comment in support or 
opposition with the Commission no later than March 24, 2011. The comment must contain a 
statement of reasons supporting the comment. Persons desiring a hearing must specifically 
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request a hearing in their written comments. Written comments concerning any of these 
Applications shall be mailed to the Commission and Idaho Power at the addresses reflected 
below: 
Commission Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
P0 Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0074 
Street Address for Express Mail: 
472 W. Washington Street 
Boise, ID 83702-5918 
Donovan E. Walker, Senior Counsel 
Lisa Nordstrom, Lead Counsel 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho Street 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707-0070 
E-Mail: dwalker@idahopower.com  
lnordstrom@idahopower.com  
Randy C. Aliphin 
Energy Contract Administrator 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho Street 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707-0070 
E-Mail: rallphin@idahopower.com  
Comments should contain the case captions and case numbers shown on the first page of this 
document. Persons desiring to submit comments via e-mail may do so by accessing the 
Commission’s home page located at www.puc.idaho.gov . Click the "Comments and Questions" 
icon and complete the comment form using the case numbers as they appear on the front of this 
document. These comments must also be sent to Idaho Power at the e-mail addresses listed 
above. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that Idaho Power may file reply comments (if 
necessary) no later than March 31, 2011. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that if no written comments or protests are 
received within the time limit set, the Commission will consider each Application on its merits 
and enter Orders without a formal hearing. If written comments are received within the time 
limit set, the Commission will consider them and, in its discretion, may set the same for formal 
hearing. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that the two Applications have been filed with the 
Commission and are available for public inspection during regular business hours at the 
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Commission offices. The Applications are also available on the Commission’s web site at 
www.puc.idaho.gov 
 by clicking on "File Room" and then "Electric Cases." 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that all proceedings in these cases will be held 
pursuant to the Commission’s jurisdiction under Title 61 of the Idaho Code and the Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA). The Commission has authority under PURPA and 
the implementing regulations of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to set 
avoided costs, to order electric utilities to enter into fixed-term obligations for the purchase of 
energy from qualified facilities and to implement FERC rules. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that all proceedings regarding these Applications 
will be conducted pursuant to the Commission’s Rules of Procedure, IDAPA 31.01.01.000, et 
seq. 
[SI I III l 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that these cases be processed under Modified Procedure. 
Interested persons and the parties may file written comments no later than March 24, 2011. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Idaho Power may file reply comments no later than 
March 31, 2011. 
NOTICE OF APPLICATIONS 
NOTICE OF MODIFIED PROCEDURE 
ORDER NO. 32191 
	 5 
144 of 399
is ion of ices. Ap l  al avail o  the Commission' site at 
. .i .   
   IFIED t at ll i s  be held 
 ' j   
l t r  f 197  (PURP A). The Co mission has authority under PURP A and 
 i ting lations Fe Ener Reg l (  t set 
 t  order electric utilities to enter into fixed-term obligations for the purchase of 
 t  i ple ent FERC rules. 
  t at all proceedings regarding these A plications 
conducted pursuant to the Co mission's Rules of Procedure, IDAPA 3l.0l.0l. 00, 
ORDER
 t t these cases be proce sed under Modified Procedure. 
  t  rti s ay file wri ten comments no later than March 24, 20 1. 
   t   later t  
I  F PPLI  n  
I  F IFIE  PROCEDURE 
 . 32191  
DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission at Boise, Idaho this 
day of February 2011. 
N&MD. KEMPTO 
MARSHA H. SMITH, COMMISSIONER 
N,_Vk~ A W 
MACK A. REDFORD, COMMISSIONER 
ATTEST: 
’gn D. JeW4 mmission Secretary 
O:IPC-E- I 0-61_IPC-E- 1 0-62ks 
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 r er of the Idaho Public Ut l ties Co mission at Boise, Idaho this ;Z '-If'll 
f r ar  2011. 
-E-I UPC-E-I0-62_  
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KRIST1NE A. SASSER 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
P0 BOX 83720 
BOISE, IDAHO 83720-0074 
(208) 334-0357 
BAR NO. 6618 
RECEIVED 
2011 1R 24 PM t:  02 
JTILT 	 cc;SiO 
Street Address for Express Mail: 
472 W. WASHINGTON 
BOISE, IDAHO 83702-5918 
Attorney for the Commission Staff 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION. OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK II, LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
COMMENTS OF THE 
COMMISSION STAFF 
COMES NOW the Staff of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, by and through its 
Attorney of record, Kristine A. Sasser, Deputy Attorney General, and in response to the Notice of 
Applications and Notice of Modified Procedure issued in Order No. 32191 on February 24, 2011, 
in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62, submits the following comments. 
BACKGROUND 
On December 29, 2010, Idaho Power Company filed Applications requesting acceptance or 
rejection of two 20-year Firm Energy Sales Agreements (Agreements) between Idaho Power and 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC. The two projects 
(Facilities) are both located near Lynn, Utah. The projects will be "qualifying facilities" (QFs) 
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under the applicable provisions of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA). 
Idaho Power requests that its Applications be processed by Modified Procedure. 
On December 28, 2010, Idaho Power and each of the two wind projects entered into their 
respective Agreements. Under the terms of the Agreements, the wind projects each agree to sell 
electric energy to Idaho Power for a 20-year term using the current non-levelized published 
avoided cost rates as currently established by the Commission in Order No. 31025 for energy 
deliveries of less than 10 aMW. Applications at 4. The nameplate rating of each Facility is 21 
MW. Under normal and/or average conditions, each Facility will not exceed 10 aMW on a 
monthly basis. Idaho Power warrants that the Agreements comport with the terms and conditions 
of the various Commission Orders applicable to PURPA agreements for wind resources. Order 
Nos. 30415, 30488, 30738 and 31025. 
Each Facility has selected June 1, 2013, as its Scheduled First Energy Date and December 
1, 2013, as its Scheduled Operation Date. Applications at 5. Idaho Power asserts that various 
requirements have been placed upon the Facilities in order for Idaho Power to accept the Facilities’ 
energy deliveries. Idaho Power states that it will monitor the Facilities’ compliance with initial 
and ongoing requirements through the term of the Agreements. Idaho Power asserts that it has 
advised each Facility of the Facility’s responsibility to work with Idaho Power’s delivery business 
unit to ensure that sufficient time and resources will be available for delivery to construct the 
interconnection facilities, and transmission upgrades if required, in time to allow each Facility to 
achieve its December 1, 2013, Scheduled Operation Date. 
The Applications state that each Facility "is currently in the beginning stages of the 
generator interconnection process. [Each] Facility is located outside of Idaho Power’s service 
territory and thus must complete the interconnection process with a different host utility." Id. at 6. 
The Agreements require each Facility to acquire interconnection and continuous firm transmission 
capacity to a Point of Delivery on Idaho Power’s system. Idaho Power asserts that each Facility 
has been advised that delays in the interconnection or transmission process do not constitute 
excusable delays and if a Facility fails to achieve its Scheduled Operation Date delay damages will 
be assessed. Id. The Applications further maintain that each Facility has acknowledged and 
accepted the risk inherent in proceeding with its Agreement without knowledge of the 
requirements of interconnection and possible transmission upgrades. Id. at 7. The parties have 
each agreed to liquidated damage and security provisions of $45 per kW of nameplate capacity. 
Agreement, 11 5.3.2, 5.8.1. 
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Idaho Power states that each Facility has also been made aware of and accepted the 
provisions in each Agreement and Idaho Power’s approved Schedule 72 regarding non-
compensated curtailment or disconnection of its Facility should certain operating conditions 
develop on Idaho Power’s system. The Applications note that the parties’ intent and understanding 
is that "non-compensated curtailment would be exercised when the generation being provided by 
the Facility in certain operating conditions exceeds or approaches the minimum load levels of 
[Idaho Power’s] system such that it may have a detrimental effect upon [Idaho Power’s] ability to 
manage its thermal, hydro, and other resources in order to meet its obligation to reliably serve 
loads on its system." Applications at 7. 
The Agreements will not become effective until the Commission has approved all of the 
terms and conditions and declares that all payments made by Idaho Power to the Facilities for 
purchases of energy will be allowed as prudently incurred expenses for ratemaking purposes. 
Agreement 12 1. 1. 
Idaho Power’s Applications specifically note the Joint Petition it filed with the Commission 
on November 5, 2010, requesting an immediate reduction in the published avoided cost rate 
eligibility cap from 10 aMW to 100 kW. Applications at 2. Idaho Power states that it is aware of 
and in compliance with its ongoing obligation under federal law, FERC regulations, and 
Commission Orders to enter into power purchase agreements with PURPA QFs. id at 3. 
However, Idaho Power asserts in each of its Applications that the Commission has specifically 
directed the utility "to assist the Commission in its gatekeeper role of assuring that utility 
customers are not being asked to pay more than the Company’s avoided cost for [its] QF 
contracts." Id. Idaho Power further states that "the continuing and unchecked requirement for the 
Company to acquire additional intermittent and other QF generation regardless of its need for 
additional energy or capacity on its system not only circumvents the Integrated Resource Planning 
process and creates system reliability and operational issues, but it also increases the price its 
customers must pay for their energy needs." Id. at 4. 
STAFF ANALYSIS 
Both of the Agreements submitted for approval are identical except for the names of the 
facilities and the LLCs under which each is being developed. Both of the projects are also 
proposed to be built in the same general vicinity as shown on the map included as Attachment A. 
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The two facilities collectively are expected to generate 128,887 MWhs annually. Under the 
non-levelized rates in the Agreements, the annual energy payments by Idaho Power for the 
expected generation will be approximately $8.3 million in 2014 increasing to approximately $15.9 
million in 2033, or a cumulative total of $236.4 million over the 20-year term of the Agreements. 
The collective net present value of the energy payments over the life of the Agreements will be 
approximately $83.8 million. 
With the exception of rates, all of the other terms and conditions included in the 
Agreements are consistent with recent Commission orders. There are no disputes between the 
parties over any terms and conditions. 
Temporary Lowering of the Eligibility Cap for Published Rates 
On November 5, 2010, Idaho Power Company, Avista Corporation, and PacifiCorp dba 
Rocky Mountain Power (Utilities) filed a Joint Petition requesting that the Commission initiate an 
investigation to address various avoided cost issues related to PURPA. While the investigation is 
underway, the Petitioners also requested that the Commission "lower the published avoided cost 
rate eligibility cap from 10 aMW to 100 kW (to) be effective immediately... ." Petition at 7. On 
December 3, 2010, the Commission issued Order No. 32131, Notice of Joint Petition, Notice of 
Intervention Deadline, Notice of Oral Argument. In the Order, the Commission declined to 
immediately reduce the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap, but did establish a schedule for 
processing the Utilities’ request to reduce the eligibility cap via Modified Procedure and to 
schedule an oral argument. In particular, the Commission stated its desire to receive comments 
regarding the following: 
(1) the advisability of reducing the published avoided cost eligibility cap; 
(2) if the eligibility cap is reduced, the appropriateness of exempting non-wind QF projects 
from the reduced eligibility cap; and 
(3) the consequences of dividing larger wind projects into 10 aMW projects to utilize the 
published rate. 
In its Order, the Commission went on to state "Finally, it is our intent that our decision 
regarding the ’Joint Motion’ to reduce the published avoided cost eligibility cap shall become 
effective on December 14,2010." Reference Order No. 32131 at 5-6, emphasis added. By stating 
its intent, parties were given clear, unambiguous, advance notice that the eligibility cap may be 
reduced. 
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Written comments were submitted by the parties on December 22, 2010, written reply 
comments were submitted on January 19, 2011, and Oral Argument was heard on January 27, 
2011. On February 7, 2011, the Commission issued Order No. 32176 which temporarily reduced 
the eligibility cap for published avoided cost rates from 10 aMW to 100 kW for wind and solar 
QFs only. In accordance with its stated intent in Order No. 32131, Order No. 32176 confirmed 
that the reduction in the eligibility cap would be effective December 14, 2010. Reference Order 
No. 32176 at 11-12. 
Both of the Agreements presented for Commission approval were signed by the project 
developer on December 20, 2010, and signed by Idaho Power on December 28, 2010. The 
Agreements were filed with the Commission on December 29, 2010. The Agreements contain 
rates from Order No. 31025, the published rates currently in effect. However, as a result of Order 
No. 32176, wind and solar QF contracts executed on or after December 14, 2010 for facilities 
larger than 100 kW are ineligible for those rates. 
As a matter of law, Staff considers the effective date of a contract to be that date upon 
which both parties have signed the agreement. A signature by only one party, Staff believes, does 
not create an enforceable contract nor establish an effective date. Consequently, for the submitted 
Agreements, Staff considers the effective date to be December 28, 2010. 
Because the effective date of each of the Agreements is not prior to December 14, 2010, 
the date on which the lowered eligibility cap became effective, and because the size of each 
proposed wind project clearly exceeds 100 kW, the current eligibility cap for wind and solar 
facilities to obtain a published rate contract, Staff considers the rates contained in the Agreements 
to be in violation of Commission Order No. 32176. Consequently, Staff recommends denial of 
both of the Agreements. 
In order for the rates in the Agreements to comply with Commission Orders, Staff believes 
that they would have to be determined using the IRP methodology. Staff suggests that the 
Commission deny approval of the Agreements without prejudice and permit revised agreements to 
be submitted containing rates computed under the prescribed IRP methodology. Alternatively, the 
Agreements could be voluntarily withdrawn, then held pending the outcome of the initial phase of 
Case No. ONR-E-ll-Ol in which the Commission will determine the disposition of its prior 
decision to temporarily lower the eligibility cap from 10 aMW to 100 kW. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Commission not approve either of the two Agreements. 
Respectfully submitted this 	 day of March 2011. 
I 1A 
Kris inc A. Sasser 
Deputy Attorney General 
Technical Staff: Rick Sterling 
i:umisc:comments’ipcclO.6162ksrps comments 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE THIS 24TH 
 DAY OF MARCH 2011, 
SERVED THE FOREGOING COMMENTS OF THE COMMISSION STAFF, IN 
CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61
1
62, BY MAILING A COPY THEREOF, POSTAGE 
PREPAID, TO THE FOLLOWING: 
DONOVAN E WALKER 
LISA D NORDSTROM 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
P0 BOX 70 
BOISE ID 83707-0070 
E-MAIL: dwa1ker(lidahopower.com  
lnordstrom@idahopower.com  
BRETT WOODARD 
WASATCH WIND INTERMOUNTAIN 
STE 210 
2700 HOMESTEAD RD 
PARK CITY UT 84098 
RANDY C ALLPHIN 
ENERGY CONTRACT ADMIN 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
P0 BOX 70 
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RECEIVED 
Peter J. Richardson (ISB No. 3195) 2011 MAR 2 Gregory M. Adams (ISB No: 7454) ’ 	 1 57 
Richardson & O’Leary, PLLC 
515 N. 27th 
 Street TIES COMMISSIQ 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 938-7901 
Fax: (208) 938-7904 
peter(richardsonandoleary. corn 
greg@xichardsonandolearv.com  
Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind Park LLC 
BEFORE THE IDAHO 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE 
APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY FOR A DETERMINATION 
REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY 
SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE 
AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK, LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
PETITION TO INTERVENE OF 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC 
COMES NOW, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, hereinafter referred to as "Intervenor," 
and pursuant to this Commission’s Rules of Procedure, Rule 71 IDAPA 31.01.01.71 hereby 
petitions the Commission for leave to intervene herein and to appear and participate herein as a 
party, and as grounds therefore states: 
I 
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1. The name and address of this Intervenor is: 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
do Wasatch Wind Intermountain, LLC 
2700 Homestead Road, Suite 210 
Park City, Utah 84098 
Copies of all filings, commission orders, and other documents should be provided to: 
Peter J. Richardson (ISB # 3195) 
Gregory M. Adams (ISB # 7454) 
RICHARDSON & O’LEARY, PLLC 
515 N. 27th Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 938-2236 
Fax: (208) 938-7904 
i,eter@richardsonandoleary.com 
 
greg(rjchardsonando1earv.corn 
2. This Intervenor, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC is a Delaware limited liability 
company, duly registered to conduct business in the State of Idaho. Grouse Creek Wind Park, 
LLC has the rights to develop and dispose of the output of the Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
wind project, which is a qualifying facility under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 
1978 ("PURPA"). 
3. This Intervenor intends to participate herein as a party, and if necessary, to 
introduce evidence, cross-examine witnesses, call and examine witnesses, and be heard in 
argument. The nature and quality of evidence which this Intervenor will introduce is dependent 
upon the nature and effect of other evidence in this proceeding. 
4. Without the opportunity to intervene herein, this Intervenor would be without 
adequate means of participation in this proceeding which may have a material impact on its 
ability to exercise its rights under PURPA to contract with an electric utility, and to sell the 
2 
PETITION TO INTERVENE 
IPC-E- 10-61 
155 of 399
.   ress f this Intervenor is: 
  r ,  
c/   I t r tain, LLC 
  
   
 i  ,  t er ts should be provided to: 
 ) 
 
 '   
th  
 
 
p leary.com
@richardsonandoleary.com 
   ,  l re li ited liability 
  t i s i  t e tate f . Grouse Creek Wind Park, 
  f  t t f t e r se reek ind Park, LLC 
 i  t  r e lic tility e latory Policies ct of 
 
. r i t s t  rticipate herein as a party, and if nece sary, to 
ll  i e it , d be heard in 
The nature and quality of evidence which this Intervenor will introduce is dependent 
    ffect f other evidence in this proc eding. 
.   t r r l  e ithout 
f ti  i   i  ich  e  t rial i pact on its 
   tract it   l tric tilit , and to se l the 
  
1O
output of its qualifying facility. 
WHEREFORE, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC respectfully requests that this 
Commission grant its Petition to Intervene in these proceedings and to appear and participate in 
all matters as may be necessary and appropriate; and to present evidence, call and examine 
witnesses, present argument and to otherwise fully participate in these proceedings. 
DATED this 24th day of March, 2011. 
RICHARDSON AND O’LEARY, PLLC 
BY:J(LL 
eter J. Richardson 
Gregory M. Adams 
Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind 
Park, LLC 
3 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 24th day of March, 2011, a true and correct copy of the 
within and foregoing PETITION TO INTERVENE was served as shown to the following 
parties: 
Lisa Nordstrom 
Donovan Walker 
Idaho Power Company 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
dwalker@idahopower.com  
lnordstrom@idahopower.com 
 
Randy Allphin 
Idaho Power Company 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, II) 83707 
rallphin(@,idahopower.com  
(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Hand Delivered 
()Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) Electronic Mail 
(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Hand Delivered 
()Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) Electronic Mail 
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Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
BEFORE THE IDAHO 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
N THE MATTER OF THE 
APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY FOR A DETERMINATION 
REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY 
SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE 
AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE 
APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY FOR A DETERMINATION 
REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY 
SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE 
AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK II, LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E10-61 
COMMENTS OF GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK, LLC IN SUPPORT OF 
APPROVAL OF THE ENERGY 
SALES AGREEMENT 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
COMMENTS OF GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK II, LLC IN SUPPORT 
OF APPROVAL OF THE ENERGY 
SALES AGREEMENT 
COMES NOW, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC, 
each of which is managed by Wasatch Wind Intermountain (the "Grouse Creek QF", the 
"Grouse Creek II QF," or collectively the "Grouse Creek QFs"), and pursuant to the Idaho Public 
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ES , rouse r e  an  Grouse Cr ek Wind Park II, LC, 
each  i mana by Wasatch Wind IntermolDltain (the "Grouse Cr ek QF", the 
" rouse ree  II ,    s ), a  ursuant to the Idaho Public 
Utilities Commission’s ("Commission’s") Notice of Modified Procedure and Order No. 32191, 
hereby files these Comments in the above-captioned matters.’ For the reasons set forth below, 
the Grouse Creek QFs respectfully request that the Commission approve the Firm Energy Sales 
Agreements ("FESAs") with Idaho Power for both projects. 
INTRODUCTION 
The Grouse Creek QFs are each located on privately-owned land near Lynn, Utah, close 
to the Utah-Idaho Border, and are each qualifying facilities ("QFs") entitled to contracts with 
rates set at Idaho Power’s full avoided costs, under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 
1978 ("PURPA"), as implemented by the Idaho Public Utilities Commission. Each will have a 
nameplate capacity of 21 megawatts ("MW") but generate 10 average monthly megawatts 
("aMW") or less. The Grouse Creek QFs and their predecessors and parent companies began 
developing these wind projects in 2007, have possessed rights to use all private lands for the 
project sites since February 2008, and have over two years of wind data supporting the output 
projections. 
Under a Large Generator Interconnection Agreement with Raft River Rural Electric 
Cooperative that has been in effect since March 2010, the Grouse Creek QFs have finalized the 
Facilities Study Agreement and have even taken steps to commence construction of 
interconnection facilities for a June 2013 online date. The Grouse Creek QFs have had 
1 
 The relevant facts for each of these projects are substantially similar. Counsel for the 
Grouse Creek QFs has therefore filed a single set of Comments applicable to both projects to 
save the Commission and other interested parties from the need to review two separate sets of 
Comments. 
COMMENTS OF GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK II, LLC 
CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61, IPC-E-10-62 
PAGE 2 
159 of 399
tilities ' i '  tice of Modified Procedure and Order No. 32191, 
hereby files   t  above-captio e  atters. l For the reason  set forth below, 
the r  tf ll  request that the Commi sion a prove the Finn Energy Sales 
r   er f r oth r jects. 
I  
r  each located on privately-owned land near Ly n, Utah, close 
ta -I  Border, and are each qualifying facilities ("QFs'') entitled t  contracts with 
 er'  f l avoided costs, under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 
8 (  ', i l te  by the Idaho Public Utilities Commi sion. Each will have a 
eplate acity  meg (" but generate 1 0 average monthly megawa ts 
  The Grouse Cr ek QFs and their predece sors and parent companies began 
i g   t  use a l private lands for the 
it  since February 2008, and have over two years of win  data supporting the output 
r j ti s. 
Large Generator Interconn  ft River Rural Electric 
 t  been in e fect since March 2010, the Grouse Creek QFs have finalized the 
ilities dy e ent d  eve taken steps to co mence construction of 
i nnection facilities for a   o l d The Grouse Creek QFs have had 
The relevant acts for each of these projects are subst ntially similar. Counsel for the 
r s  Creek QFs has therefore filed a single set of Comments applicable t  both projects to 
s  the Commission and other interested parties from the need to review two separate ets of 
o ents. 
S F GROUSE CREEK IND PARK, LLC AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARKII, C 
SE S. IP - - O-61, IPC- - O-62 
P GE 2 
communications with Bonneville Power Administration since early 2010 indicating that point to 
point ("PTP") transmission to Idaho Power’s Minidoka substation is available, and have been 
engaged in the process of entering into a PTP service agreement. BPA has indicated that it will 
forward a 20-year FTP transmission service agreement for each project by the end of March 
2011. The developers of the two projects have spent $467,000 on interconnection, transmission, 
and wildlife studies alone. 
The Grouse Creek QFs have been engaged in negotiations with Idaho Power for 
purchase of the output since early 2010. Wasatch Wind initially discussed a single project up to 
65 MW in size with Idaho Power, which would have encompassed federal lands. Idaho Power’s 
initial response to the request for a power purchase agreement in March 2010 stated that Wasatch 
Wind must have a final Interconnection Agreement, firm FTP transmission to Idaho Power’s 
system, and firm rights to deliver the output over Idaho Power’s system to its load center, all 
prior to execution of a FESA. Wasatch Wind subsequently took steps to proceed towards 
finalization of those processes, as described above. Due to difficulties in federal permitting, 
Wasatch Wind reduced the overall project footprint and amended its request to Idaho Power to 
requests for two standard PURPA contracts for QFs under 10 aMW in June 2010. Wasatch 
Wind clearly described its executed Interconnection Agreement, discussions with BPA 
establishing availability of transmission, and requested that Idaho Power commence the 
investigation of transmission availability on its own system. Through the fall of 2010, the 
Grouse Creek QFs continued to request two standard PURPA contracts, and for Idaho Power to 
study transmission availability on its system. After Idaho Power, along with Avista Utilities and 
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Rocky Mountain Power, filed the Joint Motion to Reduce the Published Rate Eligibility Cap on 
November 5, 2010, the Grouse Creek QFs each filed complaints against Idaho Power on 
November 8, 2010. 
After the Commission did not immediately reduce the eligibility cap, Idaho Power and 
the Grouse Creek QFs agreed on November 19, 2010, to stay the complaint proceedings and 
execute standard QF wind contracts containing the $45/kw delay security but not containing the 
precondition of firm transmission rights prior to execution. The terms and conditions were 
materially complete at this point. The Grouse Creek QFs provided Idaho Power with contracts 
containing the project specifics for each project on December 2, 2010, and on December 9, 2010, 
clarified the online date to comply with the BPA transmission service request. After Idaho 
Power’s final processing of execution-ready FESAs, the Grouse Creek QFs executed the 
agreements on December 21, 2010, and sent them to Idaho Power, which executed them on 
December 28,2010, and filed the contracts for Commission approval on December 29, 2010. 
Because the Grouse Creek QFs had meritorious complaints on file on November 8, 2010, 
and because all project specifics and material terms of the contracts to which the Grouse Creek 
QFs have obligated themselves were final before December 14, 2010, the Commission should 
approve both FESAs containing the published avoided cost rates. 2 
2 	 The Grouse Creek QFs note that several parties to GNR-E-10-04 have disputed whether 
the effective date of Order No. 32176 could be retroactively effective on December 14, 2010. 
For purposes of these comments, the Grouse Creek QFs will use December 14, 2010, as the 
effective date, without conceding that the Commission had the authority to make the reduction in 
the eligibility cap retroactively effective. 
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LEGAL BACKGROUND 
A. 	 The Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978’s Mandatory Purchase Provisions 
This case involves the Commission’s implementation of the mandatory purchase 
obligation of PURPA, which requires electric utilities to purchase power produced by 
cogenerators or small power producers that obtain status as a QF. 16 U.S.C. § 824a-3(aX2). 
Congress’s intent "was to encourage the promotion and development of renewable energy 
technologies as alternatives to fossil fuels and the construction of new generating facilities by 
electric utilities." Rosebud Enterprises, Inc. v. Idaho Pub. Uril. Commn., 128 Idaho 609, 613, 
917 P.2d 766, 780 (1996). "Traditional electric utilities were reluctant to purchase power from, 
and sell power to, the nontraditional facilities." FERC v. Mississippi, 456 U.S. 742, 750, 102 
S.Ct. 2126, 2132-2133 (1982). To overcome this problem, " 210(a) [of PURPA] directs the 
[Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC")], in consultation with state regulatory 
authorities, to promulgate such rules as it determines necessary to encourage cogeneration and 
small power production, including rules requiring utilities to offer to sell electricity to, and 
purchase electricity from, qualifying cogeneration and small power production facilities." Id, 
456 U.S. at 750-5 1, 102 S.Ct. at 2133. 
The price PURPA section 210(b) requires the utilities to pay to QFs in exchange for a 
QF’s electrical output is termed the avoided cost rate, which is the cost to the utility of producing 
the energy itself or purchasing it from an alternative source. 16 U.S.C. § 824a-3(b), (d). FERC 
promulgated regulations requiring utilities to compensate QFs for the utilities’ full avoided cost. 
18 C.F.R. § 292.304(a), (b); Small Power Production and Cogeneration Facilities; Regulations 
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Implementing Section 210 of the Public Utility Regulatory Policy Act of 1978, 45 Fed. Reg. 
12,214, 12,222-12,223 (Feb. 25, 1980). The U.S. Supreme Court directly affirmed FERC’s 
"full-avoided-cost rule," American Paper Institute, Inc. v. FERC, 461 U.S. 402, 417-18, 103 
S.Ct. 1921, 1930 (1983), and that rule is still in effect today. 
FERC’s regulations entitle QFs to long term contract rates set at the utilities’ full avoided 
costs at the time the QF commits itself to a legally enforceable obligation to deliver its project’s 
output. 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(a), (b), (d)(2Xii); JD Wind 1, LLC, "Order Denying ’Request for 
Rehearing, Reconsideration or Clarification," 130 FERC 161,127, 123 (February 19, 2010). 
With regard to off-system QFs, "Any electric utility to which such energy or capacity is 
delivered must purchase this energy under the obligations set forth in these rules as if the 
purchase were made directly from the qualifying facility." 45 Fed. Reg. at 12,220, codifying  18 
C.F.R. § 292.303(a)(2). 
Further, FERC’s regulations require utilities to publish "standard rates" available for long 
term contracts available to QFs below a state-implemented maximum generating capacity. 18 
C.F.R. § 292.304(c)(l)-(3). The Idaho Commission requires utilities in Idaho to make the rates in 
the published rate schedule available to QFs that generate less than 10 aMW. See U.S. Geothermal, 
Inc. v. Idaho Power Company, Case No. IPC-E-04-8, Order No. 29632, p. 14 (2004). On 
February 7, 2011, however, the Commission reduced the eligibility cap to 100 kw for wind and 
solar QFs and stated the effective date of this reduction would be December 14, 2010. See Order 
No. 32176, at pp.  11-12. 
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B. 	 PURPA Grandfathering Criteria 
When the published rates change, or become otherwise unavailable to a QF before the QF 
can obtain a contract, the QF is entitled to grandfathered rates if it can "demonstrate that ’but for’ 
the actions of [the utility, the QF] was otherwise entitled to a power purchase contract." Earth 
Power Resources, Inc. v. Washington Water Power Company, Case No. WWP-E-96-6, Order 
No. 27231 (1997) (finding utility delayed negotiations and therefore QF was entitled to 
grandfathered rate); see also Blind Canyon Aquaranch v. Idaho Power Company, Case No. IPC-
E-94-1, Order No. 25802 (1994); Snow Mountain Pine v. Maudin, 84 Or. App. 590, 600, 734 
P.2d 1366, 1371 (1987). 
The most onerous test the Commission has ever used for determining grandfather 
eligibility is the pre-flied complaint test. This test requires, prior to the effective date of the rate 
change, the QF must have obtained an executed contract, or have filed a meritorious complaint at 
the Commission alleging it is entitled to a contract. See A. W. Brown Co., Inc. v. Idaho Power 
Co., 121 Idaho 812, 816-18, 828 P.2d 841, 845-47 (1992). The Idaho Supreme Court has never 
mandated this test as the Commission’s only available way to test whether a QF had effected a 
legally enforceable obligation, and the Commission has not applied this onerous pre-filed 
complaint test consistently. See, e.g., Blind Canyon Aquaranch, Order No. 25802; Earth Power 
Resources, Inc., Order No. 27231. 
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PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
A. 	 General Background on the Projects and Development 
Wasatch Wind initially intended to place a 150 MW project on a combination of over 
3,000 acres of private land and approximately 1,000 acres of land managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management ("BLM") in Northern Utah, near Utah-Idaho border. Affidavit of Christine 
Mike!!, at 14. 3 
 Wasatch Wind began wind monitoring on the private lands in December 2007, 
and, on February 4, 2008, finalized wind project leases for the private land encompassing the 
rights necessary for the wind project sites at issue in these contract approval dockets. Id. at 111 4 , 
6, 11. Wasatch Wind obtained a right-of-way from the BLM to conduct wind monitoring in 
August 2008, and began wind monitoring activities on BLM lands. fri at 17. Ultimately, the 
costs and complexities of the federal permitting process resulted in removal of the BLM lands 
from the project area on March 15, 2010, and Wasatch Wind eventually scaled the initial 150 
MW project down to the two smaller 21 MW QFs separated by at least one mile. Id. at 110. 
From the $275,000 in wildlife and vegetation surveys and studies conducted, Wasatch Wind has 
identified no wildlife issues that would preclude development of the QFs on private lands. id at 
112. Wind data collected for over two years indicates that the wind resource is very good, and 
has allowed Wasatch Wind to accurately predict the electrical output of the Grouse Creek QFs. 
Id. atlJ 13. 
Should the Commission approve the FESAs, Wasatch Wind expects that there will be an 
The Affidavit of Christine Mike!l and its Exhibits provide a detailed narrative of the 
Grouse Creek QFs development and contracting efforts in greater detail than these Comments. 
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average of 96 on-site construction workers over the six months of the wind park construction, 
with as many as 168 workers at one point. Id. at 114. Once the Projects are built, there would 
also be between 3-5 workers on site. Many of the workers and employees are expected to be 
Idaho residents because the closest city of substantial size is in Idaho. Id 
B. 	 Interconnection and Transmission Rights 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC submitted a Large Generation Interconnection 
Application to BPA for 150 MW on May 5, 2008, for interconnection to a 138 kilovolt line 
leased to SPA by Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative. Id. at 116. The Feasibility and System 
Impact Studies both indicated that 93 MW was available for interconnection. Id at IM 17-19. 
With BPA’s agreement, the Grouse Creek QF signed an Interconnection Agreement with Raft 
River Rural Electric Cooperative on March 31, 2010. Id at 120. In June 2010, BPA issued the 
Facility Study Agreement, and Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative agreed to amend the 
Interconnection Agreement to accommodate the two smaller projects, which will still use the 
same single point of interconnection. Id. at Iff 21-22. Most recently, on February 24, 2011, 
Wasatch Wind met with Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative and an engineering firm to 
commence the procedures necessary to design the project and interconnection substations. Id at 
124. 
With regard to PTP transmission to Idaho Power’s system, BPA stated during the 
interconnection studies in 2009 that the amount of capacity Wasatch Wind could interconnect 
(93 MW) was the same as the amount they could deliver to Idaho Power because the applicable 
transmission line is stranded and not connected to any other part of BPA’s system. See Id. at 
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Exhibit D, pp.  1-2. But Wasatch Wind understands that entering into a PTP service agreement 
requires submission of a substantial non-refundable deposit and requires obligating the Grouse 
Creek QFs to ongoing fees for transmission for the entire 20-year term. Id. at 133. Thus, the 
Grouse Creek QFs initiated this process after the interconnection process to limit its irretrievable 
financial expenditures prior to knowing the QFs would obtain FESAs. 
On June 30, 2010, the Projects submitted the necessary applications for BPA’s 2010 
Network Open Season ("NOS") to achieve the initially projected online date of June 2012, for a 
30 MW and a 21 MW project. Id. at 127. Due to confusion in the contracting process with 
Idaho Power at that time, Wasatch Wind backed out of the BPA NOS, which would have 
required a Performance Assurance $794,376 by August 18, 2010. Id. at 128. As a result, 
Wasatch Wind was unable to achieve the initially projected online date of June 2012. 
On August 19, 2010, Wasatch Wind made a traditional transmission service request 
("TSR") on BPA’s OASIS website with a delayed start date of June 1, 2013. Id. at 129. All of 
the other parameters of the projects remained the same. Id. As expected all along, this process 
has proceeded well in advance of the projected online date, and on March 18, 2011, BPA stated 
it will send two Firm PTP agreements for the 21 MW Grouse Creek QF and the 21 MW Grouse 
Creek II QF by the end of the March 2011. Id. at13 1.  At that point, the QFs will have 15 days 
to obligate themselves to the two 20-year PTP transmission agreements, or again lose their 
position in the queue. Id at ¶1J 31-33. 
C. 	 Firm Energy Sales Agreement Negotiations with Idaho Power 
Wasatch Wind has been engaged in formal power sales contract discussions with Idaho 
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Power since at least February 26, 2010, when it emailed Randy Allphin, of Idaho Power, and 
described the project, progress through the interconnection process with BPA, and that it 
appeared from Idaho Power’s OASIS website that adequate transmission was available on Idaho 
Power’s system from the Minidoka substation to its Treasure Valley load center. Id. at 134 and 
Exhibit A. Mr. Allphin stated on March 2, 2010, that prior to execution of a power sales 
contract, Wasatch Wind must complete execution of an interconnection agreement and reserve 
firm transmission on both the BPA and the Idaho Power transmission systems to get the energy 
from the project to Idaho Power customer loads. Id 
As described above, Wasatch Wind had long since commenced the processes necessary 
to interconnect and deliver the output to Idaho Power’s system. But under the FERC’s approved 
Open Access Transmission Tariff ("OAT!"), the TSR on Idaho Power’s system to its own load 
center would be a request by Idaho Power’s merchant arm to Idaho Power’s transmission arm to 
designate generating facilities as network resources. See id. at Exhibit C, pp.  4-5 (describing the 
process). As such, Wasatch Wind had no power to lodge this request internally within Idaho 
Power, and once lodged Wasatch Wind would have no direct access to the Idaho Power’s 
transmission personnel. Unlike its interconnection and PTP transmission requests with BPA for 
which Wasatch Wind had direct access to the BPA transmission personnel, Idaho Power’s 
PURPA contracts administrators would handle the TSR on Idaho Power’s system. 
Wasatch Wind requested that Idaho Power provide it with a PURPA contract for a project 
up to 65 MW in April 2010, and on June 2, 2010, Idaho Power provided pricing it stated it had 
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generated with its AUROA model. Id at ¶135-36  and Exhibit B. 4 On June 17, 2010, Wasatch 
Wind signed a letter or understanding provided by Idaho Power, which stated Idaho Power 
would not execute a power sales contract prior to when the Project received confirmation that the 
results of the initial Idaho Power transmission capacity application for transmission to its load 
center are known and the Project accepts the results. Id at 137 and Exhibit C, P. 3. The only 
other requirements to obtain a power purchase agreement involved interconnection, and Wasatch 
Wind had already met those interconnection requirements. Id. 
Wasatch Wind was under the impression that Mr. Aliphin was working with his team to 
make the necessary TSR on Idaho Power’s system. Id at 139. On June 25, 2010, Wasatch 
Wind again responded to Mr. Ailphin that based on studies and conversations with BPA, there 
were 93 MW available on the necessary BPA line to the Minidoka substation, and therefore 
interconnection and transmission of 65 MW to Idaho Power would not be a problem. Id at ¶1 
40,42. 
In the June 25, 2010 email, Wasatch Wind also indicated that due to federal permitting 
The contract prices provided in Idaho Power’s June 2, 2010 letter appear to have been 
based entirely on the AURORA model. Recently, Idaho Power stated, in defense of its 
implementation of the IRP Methodology for projects not entitled to published avoided cost rates, 
that it first generates an avoided cost of energy with AURORA, and then "a capacity (fixed) cost 
credit using a CCCT is added to the value of energy calculated in the AURORA model." Idaho 
Power’s Answer to NIPPC’s Petition for Reconsideration, Case No. GNR-E-l0-04, at p.  11 
(March 7, 2011). Although Mr. Aliphin’s letter sent June 2, 2010 provided a detailed rate chart 
titled "Contract Price," it made no reference to any fixed cost addition to the AURORA rates 
calculated for the proposed 65 MW Grouse Creek project. Affidavit of Christine Mikell, at 
Exhibit B, p.  3. This evidence of Idaho Power’s under-estimation of avoided cost rates with its 
implementation of the IRP Methodology calls into question any argument Idaho Power may raise 
that these two QFs were improperly "disaggregated" to obtain published rates because, as noted 
above, each QF is entitled rates set at the utility’s full avoided costs. 
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issues, Wasatch Wind intended to reduce its overall footprint and wished to discuss power sales 
contracts for two single 10 aMW projects, instead of the large 65 MW project. Id. at 143. On 
July 14, 2010, Wasatch Wind submitted a formal request for two 10 aMW PURPA contracts to 
Mr. Aliphin. Id. at IM 44-45 and Exhibit D. Wasatch Wind explained the maturity of the 
Projects in detail, including the Interconnection Agreement which already had progressed to the 
Facilities Study stage, two years of wind data supporting output projections, final land leases, 
and explained in detail that BPA had stated transmission would be available to Idaho Power’s 
Minidoka substation. Id. at Exhibit D. Wasatch Wind informed Mr. Aliphin that on June 30, 
2010, Wasatch Wind submitted into BPA’s NOS and that by August 18, 2010, BPA would 
require Wasatch Wind to post the security of approximately $800,000 for this NOS transmission 
process. Id. at Exhibit D, p.  2. This July 14, 2010 letter also requested that Idaho Power 
investigate availability of transmission on its system to its load center and provided completed 
Transmission Capacity Application Questionnaires for each project. Id. at Exhibit D, pp.  2-13. 
But the letter also explained, "Per your suggestion, [Wasatch Wind] went ahead and confirmed 
on OASIS to the best of our ability that there is capacity form Mimdoka Substation to Treasure 
Valley for Idaho Power to obtain Network Service on behalf of our Qualifying Facilities." Id. at 
Exhibit D, p.2. 
Randy Allphin stated on July 21, 2010 in an e-mail, "I have not been able to submit the 
TSR. Been getting buy in from various people, looks like I will probably be filing the TSR 
sometime next week." Id. at 146 and Exhibit E, p.  1; see also id. at Exhibit E, p.  2 (Mr. 
AlIphin’s June 29, 2010 email stating his routine process was to "not develop a draft agreement 
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for a particular project until the interconnection and transmission is pinned down"). After some 
more unsuccessful communications, Wasatch Wind became frustrated with the lack of progress, 
and decided to retain attorneys to assist in the negotiations. Id at IM 47-48. 
Wasatch Wind sent Idaho Power an email on August 17, 2010, in which it clarified that it 
was formally requesting two power sales contracts for PURPA projects, and explained that each 
of the Projects would be physically limited such that each would generate no more than 10 
average megawatts in a single month. Id. at IN 49-50 and Exhibit F. The email also included, 
yet again, the two completed Transmission Capacity Application Questionnaires for the two 
separate projects. Id at Exhibit F, pp.  5-16. This August 17th  email also stated that Wasatch 
Wind did "not believe the study process should delay the submission of execution ready power 
purchase agreements. With the substantial delay security being required in recent Idaho Power 
PPM, the risk of our project’s failing to come on line due to transmission constraints is 
completely mitigated." Id. at Exhibit F, p. 1; see also Id. at Exhibit A, p  1 (Mr. Aliphin’s March 
2010 email describing the delay security clause). From emails and a telephone conversation in 
late August, Wasatch Wind understood there to be a question as to whether Idaho Power would 
agree to submit a request to its transmission personnel for both Grouse Creek QFs at the same 
time. Id. atl[51. 
On October 1, 2010, counsel for Wasatch Wind sent a letter to Idaho Power for each 
Grouse Creek QF, expressing Wasatch Wind’s intent to obligate the QFs to two power sales 
agreements for the two QF projects. Id at 1 52-57  and Exhibit G. These letters listed several 
standard terms applicable through Commission orders, including the daily and seasonality load 
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shape price adjustments (Order No. 30415), as well as the wind integration charge, mechanical 
availability guarantee, and wind forecasting and cost sharing provisions (Order No. 30488). Id at 
Exhibit G. The October 1 letters objected to any further delay in submitting both TSRs on 
Idaho Power’s system. Id. The October 1 letters expressed Wasatch Wind’s concern also with 
the legality of the high $45/kw delay liquidated damages security provision Idaho Power had begun 
requiring, and stated the QFs would agree "to any amount deemed reasonable by the Commission 
if Idaho Power insists on a provision requiring Wasatch to post a delay default liquidated 
damages security." Id. at Exhibit G, pp.  3, 11. The October 
1g 
 letters provided very detailed 
project information for each of the Grouse Creek QFs, and stated that both projects would now 
be sized at 21 MW of maximum capacity and again stated they would generate under 10 aMW. 
Id at Exhibit G. Idaho Power did not respond by October 27, 2010, and counsel for Wasatch 
Wind sent a follow up letter to Idaho Power on that same date, reminding Idaho Power that it had 
still not even provided draft contracts. Id at 1 58 and Exhibit H. 
On November 1, 2010, Idaho Power responded with a letter from Mr. Allphin, stating 
that he had not yet submitted the TSRS to Idaho Power’s transmission personnel. Id at ¶11 59-60 
and Exhibit I. Mr. Allphin stated Idaho Power would file TSRs for Grouse Creek Wind Park I 
for nameplate rating of 21 MW and Grouse Creek Wind Park II for nameplate rating of 21 MW. 
Id at 161 and Exhibit i. Id Mr. Allphin’s November 1 letter also expressed Idaho Power’s 
Although Mr. Allphin’s November 1, 2010 letter seemed to imply that he had withheld 
the TSRS on account of changes in the project sizes, the same changes did not compromise 
Wasatch Wind’s ability to proceed through the interconnection and PTP transmission processes 
with Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative and BPA. See Id at IM 22, 23, 30. 
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position that the Projects must agree to a $45/kw delay security amount, and for the first time 
provided a draft standard FESA for the Projects. Id This FESA contained the $45/kw delay 
security clause. Id. It also required in Section 5.7, that prior to execution of the FESA, with 
regard to the TSR for Idaho Power’s system, "Results of the initial transmission capacity request 
are known and acceptable to the Seller," and that "Seller must provide evidence that the Seller 
has acquired firm transmission capacity from all required transmitting entities to deliver the 
Facility’s energy to an acceptable point of delivery on the Idaho Power electrical system." Id at 
Exhibit I, pp. 16-17. 
The QFs had not met these transmission requirements. In the case of the TSR on Idaho 
Power’s system, Mr. Aliphin had not yet even initiated that process despite repeated requests to 
do so since at least June 2010. In the case of BPA, compliance with Idaho Power’s requirement 
would have required the QFs to obligate themselves to long-term PTP wheeling agreements prior 
to any assurance they could secure executed power sales contracts with the published rates. 
Then, on November 5, 2010, Idaho Power, along with Avista Utilities and Rocky 
Mountain Power, filed the Joint Motion to Reduce the Published Rate Eligibility Cap. See Case 
No. GNR-E-10-04. The Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and the Grouse Creek Wind Park H, 
LLC each filed complaints against Idaho Power on November 8, 2010. The Complaints alleged 
the QFs had "expressed a willingness to agree to a delay security damages clause reasonably 
calculated by the Commission to approximate Idaho Power’s damages in the event of a delay 
default, and [that each QF] remain[ed] committed to such a provision deemed reasonable by the 
Commission." Complaints, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 and -30, at 19. Further, the QFs alleged that 
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with the "commitment to such a provision, Idaho Power’s insistence on completion of the 
protracted interconnection and transmission processes prior to executing a PPA is unreasonable." 
Id 
After the Commission did not grant the immediate reduction in the published rate 
eligibility cap, on November 19, 2010, Idaho Power and the QFs agreed to stay the complaint 
proceeding and execute standard QF wind contracts containing the published rates. Id at 170. 
Idaho Power sent a letter dated November 24, 2010, acknowledging Wasatch Wind’s agreement 
to accept the $45/kw security clause, and highlighting some provisions of the November 1g 
FESA, including those regarding curtailment for system reliability purposes. Id at 171 and 
Exhibit J. Idaho Power’s November 24th 
 letter requested that the QFs fill in project-specific 
information in the November 1g 
 FESA and "return the draft to Idaho Power so that the Company 
can then initiate the Sarbanes-Oxley contract approval process and generate an executable draft 
for signatures." Id. 
On December 2, 2010, Wasatch Wind sent a letter and versions of the Idaho Power’s 
November l contract for each project, containing all project specifics. Id at 172 and Exhibit 
K.6 Wasatch Wind’s December 2 nd letter confirmed the parties’ agreement that the FESAs 
would not contain the onerous transmission requirements in Section 5.7, but would contain the 
$45/kw delay security clauses. Id at Exhibit K, p. 1. The letter also confirmed the QFs 
understood the provisions of the November l FESA highlighted in Idaho Power’s November 
6 	 The Affidavit of Christine Mike!l contains a typo referring to Idaho Power’s draft FESA 
provided November l as "Idaho Power’s November 30th 
 contract." See id. at 11 72 . 
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20 letter. Id. No dispute remained regarding the terms and provisions of the FESAs. 
Idaho Power confirmed receipt on December 7, 2010. Id. at 174. On December 9, 2010, 
counsel for Wasatch Wind requested through email to Idaho Power that the FESAs contain 
online dates of a First Energy Date of June 2013 and a Commercial Online Date of December 
2013, rather than the dates filled in by the QFs in contracts provided on December 2 k", which 
were First Energy in December 2012 and Commercial Online Date June 2013. Id at 175. This 
change was consistent with the delay necessary in the wheeling arrangements over BPA’s system 
caused when Wasatch Wind decided not to submit the $794,396 for the 2010 NOS, and instead 
proceeded through the traditional TSR on OASIS in August 2010. See id at IM 27-29. 
Idaho Power next contacted the QFs on December 14, 2010, but it only responded to ask 
for clarification for the cartographic sections within which for the QFs were located and for the 
identity of the transmitting entity, which items had inadvertently been omitted from blank spaces 
in the contracts Wasatch Wind provided on December 2, 2010. Id at 176. However, the Grouse 
Creek QFs previously provided the cartographic sections in the October 1 letters. See Id. at 
Exhibit G, pp. 5,13. And Wasatch Wind had stated that BPA would be the transmitting entity On 
multiple occasions. See id at Exhibit A, p.  2 (February 26, 2010), Exhibit C, p.  9 (June 17, 
2010); Exhibit D, pp.  1-2, 5, 7, 11, 13 (July 14, 2010); Exhibit F, p.  1, 7, 9, 13, 15 (August 17, 
2010); Exhibit 0, pp.  1,6,9, 15 (October 1, 2010); Complaints, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 and -30, 
at 17 (November 8, 2010). 
On December 15, 2010, Idaho Power stated that the online dates provided December 9th 
would be included in the contracts, and later that day counsel for the QFs provided the 
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information regarding the transmitting entity and the sections, consistent with the prior 
communications. Affidavit of Christine Mikell, at 177. On December 16, 2010, Idaho Power 
provided the executable FESAs, which counsel for Wasatch Wind sent by overnight delivery to 
Wasatch Wind, which is not located in Boise. Id. at 178. These versions of the FESAs were 
consistent with the parties’ agreement, well in advance of December 14, 2010, to remove the 
requirements in section 5.7 for completion of transmission processes. Id. On December 21, 
2010, the Grouse Creek QF and the Grouse Creek II QF executed the FESAs, and sent them by 
overnight delivery to Idaho Power. Id. at 179. Idaho Power executed the FESAs on December 
28, 2010, and filed them for Commission determination the next day. 
A. 	 The Grouse Creek QFs each satisfy the grandfather tests. 
The Grouse Creek QFs each entitled themselves to long term contracts with rates set at 
the published avoided costs in Order No. 31025 because each QF satisfied the Commission’s 
grandfathering tests before December 14, 2010. 
Each QF satisfies even the most stringent grandfather test ever used by the Commission 
because each had a meritorious complaint on file at the Commission on November 8, 2010. See 
A. W. Brown Co., Inc., 121 Idaho at 816-18, 828 P.2d at 845-47. Each QF’s Complaint alleged 
Idaho Power’s insistence on completion of the protracted transmission processes prior to 
executing a PPA was unreasonable because the QFs had expressed willingness to agree to a 
delay default liquidated damages security provision reasonably calculated to offset Idaho 
Power’s actual damages in the event of a delay default. 
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The allegations in the Complaints were meritorious because Idaho Power agreed to 
execute standard PURPA contracts without regard to the status of the transmission processes. 7 
Despite diligent efforts for many months prior to filing the complaints, the QFs did not even 
obtain a draft contract until November 1, 2010, apparently due to Idaho Power’s position that it 
does not even provide draft contracts until after interconnection and transmission are "pinned 
down." Affidavit of Christine Mi/cell, Exhibit E, p.  2. Even then, the draft contract contained the 
onerous requirements that the QFs secure firm transmission to Idaho Power and proceed through 
Idaho Power’s internal TSR process prior to execution. The QFs diligently initiated and have 
now essentially completed the interconnection and transmission processes on BPA’s system. 
But the QFs had no power to begin Idaho Power’s internal TSR process, and Idaho Power did 
not begin that process until November 4, 2010, despite repeated requests that it do so earlier. 
That Wasatch Wind reduced the capacity of the QFs caused no problem in the interconnection 
and transmission processes with Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative and BPA, and should not 
have been a problem for Idaho Power’s transmission personnel’s processing either, if Idaho 
Power had initiated its TSR process when initially requested. 
Additionally, the large sums of money and time spent on developing the projects and the 
advanced stage of their maturity evidences their intent to obligate themselves to the FESAs. See 
In the Matter of Cassia Wind to Determine Exemption Status, Case No. IPC-E-05-35, Order No. 
29954, pp.  2-4 (2006) (finding wind QF entitled to grandfathered rates based on maturity of 
Further, the QFs’ position on the liquidated damages provision was entirely consistent 
with Idaho law and Commission orders. See Magic Valley Truck Brokers, Inc. v. Meyer, 133 
Idaho 110, 117,982 P.2d 945, 952 (Ct. App. 1999); Order No. 30608. 
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development of project when it had merely submitted a completed application for 
interconnection study, including the applicable fee, and had performed wind studies, commenced 
preliminary permitting and licensing activities, and made efforts to secure sites to place 
turbines). Prior to the rate change date, the Grouse Creek QFs had entered into an 
Interconnection Agreement and proceeded to the Facilities Study stage, had obtained all 
necessary real property rights for the sites, collected over two years of wind data, conducted 
extensive wildlife and vegetation studies, and negotiated various aspects of the projects with 
Idaho Power for almost a year. 
Finally, the QFs’ demonstrated knowledge of the contract terms further evidences the 
intent of the QFs in this case to obligate themselves prior to the effective date. See In the Matter 
of the Application of Idaho Power Company for Approval of a Firm Energy Sales Agreement 
with Yellowstone Power Company, Case No. IPC-E-10-22, Order 32104, p. 12 (2010) (approving 
of grandfathered rates despite "the apparent lack of any written documentation. . . evidencing 
that the terms of a power purchase agreement were materially complete [before the rate change]" 
in part because the QF had "familiarity with PURPA projects and the standard terms of Idaho 
Power’s power purchase agreements"). The Grouse Creek QFs had obtained and reviewed a 
draft PURPA FESA from Idaho Power on November 1, 2010, a month and a half prior to rate 
change date, and letters exchanged between the parties on November 24, 2010, and December 2, 
2010, confirm the mutual understanding of the terms in the final FESAs. All material terms and 
project specifics were well settled by December 14, 2010. 
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B. 	 The Contract terms and Idaho Power’s most-current wind integration study allay 
the concerns raised in Idaho Power’s Application regarding system reliability and 
cost. 
Idaho Power asserted in each of its Applications that "the request in this Application. . * is 
made with the specific reservation of rights and incorporation of the averments set forth in the 
Joint Petition and the Company’s comments regarding the possible negative effects to the [sic] 
both the utility and its customers of additional and unfettered PURPA QF generation on system 
reliability, utility operations, and costs of incorporating and integrating such a large penetration 
level of PURPA QF generation into the utility’s system." Application, at p. 38 Because the 
terms of the FESAs in this case and the current wind integration charge protects ratepayers, and 
because the projects obligated themselves prior to the effective date of the eligibility cap 
reduction, the QFs submit that Idaho Power’s concerns should not preclude Commission 
approval of the contracts. 
First, the Commission should consider the system reliability and wind integration 
discussion in the Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition’s ("NIPPC") 
Comments in GNR-E-l0-04. See NJFPC Opening Comments, Case No. (INR-E-l0-04, pp. 13-
16 (Dec. 22, 2010). In those Comments, NIPPC pointed out that, despite Idaho Power’s 
statements in the Joint Motion regarding 1100 MW being near Idaho Power’s minimum loads, 
Idaho Power’s own wind integration study concluded that even at 1200 MW of wind capacity on 
8 	 Because Idaho Power’s Applications in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61, IPC-E-10-62 are 
substantially the same, these Comments will refer to them interchangeably as the "Application." 
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the Company’s system, wind would reach only 80% of its loads and it would do so only for a 
few hours per year. See Enernex ’s Idaho Power 2007 Wind Study, Case No. IPC-E-07-03, p.  34 
(February 6, 2007). The settlement that resulted after conclusion of that wind integration study 
made the avoided cost rates available to wind developers at a rate reduced by $6.50IMWh for 
projects coming online when Idaho Power’s cumulative wind power is "501 MW and above." 
See Order No. 30488, at p. 8. There is no upper cap contained in the order, and Idaho Power has 
not availed itself of the opportunity since to update its wind integration study. Further, Idaho 
Power’s wind integration study did not consider the firming ability of any of the Company’s 744 
MW of gas combustion turbine capacity that will be online by the time Grouse Creek QFs are 
online in December 2013. See NIPPC Opening Comments, Case No. GNR-E-10-04, at p.  15. 
The Commission should also consider that the rates in these PURPA agreements are lower than 
those in contracts and self-built projects recently approved for Idaho Power. See NIPPC Repy 
Comments, Case No. GNR-E-10-04, pp.  15-20 (Jan. 21, 2011). 
Further, the FESAs for each QF contain extensive protections for ratepayers which 
address the concerns raised by Idaho Power’s application. Idaho Power warrants that the 
Agreements comport with the terms and conditions of the various Commission Orders applicable 
to PURPA agreements for a wind resource. See Application, at p.  4 (citing Order Nos. 30415, 
30488, 30738 and 31025). According to those orders, the rate in the FESA for each of the 
projects is reduced by the Idaho Power’s wind integration charge. Order No. 30488, at pp.  8-9. 
The FESAs also contain a Mechanical Availability Guarantee, which requires reduced payment 
to the QF if its turbines are unavailable for inexcusable reasons. Id. The FESAs require that the 
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QF share in the costs of wind forecasting. Id. The FESAs also provide for a reduced rate at 
times of the day and months of the year when the energy is worth less to Idaho Power due to 
demand and regional market conditions. See Order No. 30415. 
Each QF has selected December 1, 2013, as its Scheduled Operation Date, and sections 
5.3.2 and 5.8.1 of each FESA contains aliquidated damage and security provision of $45 per kw 
of nameplate capacity for failure to achieve that date. That will require the QFs to each post 
$945,000 as delay default security after Commission approval of the contracts. 
The QFs have accepted the provisions in each FESA and Idaho Power’s approved 
Schedule 72 regarding non-compensated curtailment or disconnection of the QF for system 
reliability purposes. This provides Idaho Power the right to exercise "non-compensated 
curtailment" at times "when the generation being provided by the Facility in certain operating 
conditions exceeds or approaches the minimum load levels of [Idaho Power’s] system such that 
it may have a detrimental effect upon [Idaho Power’s] ability to manage its thermal, hydro, and 
other resources in order to meet its obligation to reliably serve loads on its system." Application 
at p.  7. Thus, even if there were evidence that system reliability issues may evolve in the future, 
the contracts allow Idaho Power to take reasonable steps to ensure system integrity. 
CONCLUSION 
For the reasons set forth above, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind 
Park II, LLC, respectfully request that the Commission approve the Firm Energy Sales 
Agreements. 
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Respectfully submitted this 20 day of March 2011, 
RICHARDSON & O’LEARY, PLLC 
Ahardson 
Gregory M. Adams 
Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind Park, 
LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
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Respectfully sub itted this 24th day of March 2011, 
I   ' ,  
JB~~ 
r r   
tt r s f r rouse reek ind Park, 
  r s  ree  ind Park n, LL  
CO ENTS F SE  I  ,   
P n,LL  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 24th day of March, 2011, a true and correct copy of the 
within and foregoing COMMENTS OF THE GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC, 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC and the AFFIDAVIT OF CHRISTINE MIKELL 
was served as shown to the following parties: 
Lisa Nordstrom 
Donovan Walker 
Idaho Power Company 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
dwalker@jdahorower.com  
lnordstrom@idahopower.com  
Randy Aliphin 
Idaho Power Company 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707 
rallphin@idahopower.com  
()U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(x) Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
()Electronic Mail 
()U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(x) Hand Delivered 
()Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
( ) Electronic Mail 
6fdu. mq~db6. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIF  that on the 24th day of March, 20 1, a true and co rect copy of the 
within and foregoing COMMENTS OF THE GR SE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC, 
GR SE CREEK I  PARK I, LLC and the FFIDAVIT OF C RISTINE IKELL 
was served as shown to the following parties: 
isa ordstro  
onovan alker 
Idaho Po er o pany 
POBox 70 
oise, Idaho 83707 
d alker idahooo er.co  
Inordstro idahopo er.co  
andy llphin 
Idaho Po er o pany 
POBox 70 
oise, I  83707 
rall i i a er.c  
Signe i  
ry Adams 
( ) U.S. ail, Postage Prepaid 
(x) Hand elivered 
( ) vernight ail 
( ) si ile 
( ) Electronic Mail 
 ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
li er  
 ) Overnight 
( ) 
( ) 
CO ENTS F ROUSE EEK IND PARK, LLC AND GROUSE EE  IN  
P ll,LLC 
CASE S. I -E-1O- , I - -I -  
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JASON B. WILLIAMS 
Corporate Counsel 
J1iti?9J!2W.ercom 
March 31, 2011 
.CEtVro 
KAR 	 fltiQ 
Pga 
VIA HAND DELIVERY 
Jean D. Jewell, Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington Street 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho ?2O-04 
In 
Dear Ms. Jewell: 
Enclosed for filing please find an original and seven (7) copies of Idaho Power 
Company’s Reply Comments in the above matter. 
Very truly yours, 
 2sonB. Williams 
JBW:csb 
Enclosures 
122 I . W. Mh& 	 . 
PA BOX 10 
łoe. ID 8377 
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Attorneys for Idaho Power Company 
Street Address for Exjess Mall: 
1221 West Idaho Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
CASE NO. 1PC-E-10-82 
Idaho Power Company ("Idaho Power"), in response to Order No. 32191, the 
Comments of the Idaho Public Utilities Commiss ion ("Commission") Staff, and the 
Comments of Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, and Grouse Greek Wind Park II, LLC 
("Grouse Creek" or "Projects") hereby submits the following Reply Comments: 
I INTRODUCTION 
On December 20, 2010, Idaho Power filed with the Commission Applications for 
a determination regarding the Firm Energy Sales Agreements (Agreements") between 
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DONOVAN E. WALKER (ISB No. 5921) 
JASON B. WILLIAMS 
Idaho Power Company 
P.O. 7
ise. I  83707 
etephone:(208) 388 .. 5317
Facsimile:  388~6936
dwalker@idahopower.com 
iwiUiams@idahot2ower~~oni 
m ys  I  r  
pre s Mad: 
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IN THE MAlTER OF THE APPLICATION ) 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A )  . "E~10~
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM ) 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT ) IDAHOPOWERCOMPANY'S 
BETWEEN IDAHO POWER AND ) REPLY COMMENTS 
GROUSE CREE.K WIND PARK •. LLC ) 
) 
--:1':"7N-=T:':"":H=E-::-M':"7A=TT=E=R~·· ·=O=F =TH':""":"E=---:-"A--PP---L-ICA-· -T-'O-N- ) 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A ) I  .. 6
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FfRM ) 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT ) IDAHO POWER COMPANY'S 
BETWEEN IDAHO POWERAND ) REPLY COMMENTS 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK H, LLC ) 
------------------------~) 
 ("I Po r In response to Order No. 32191, the 
nts t Idaho Public Util ties Co mi s  CtCom i "} . a the 
ts i Park, LL , and Grouse Gr ek Wind Park II, LLC 
ll II r j H) t i t f ll i eply o ents: 
. INTRODUCTI  
9. . I r fil it  the Commission Applications for 
r  r ("Agreements") betw en 
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Idaho Power and Grouse Creek. On February 24, 2011, the Commission issued Notice 
of those Applications and Notice of Modified Procedure, Order No. 32191, setting forth a 
comment deadline of March 24, 2011, and a reply comment deadline of March 31, 
2011. 
Commission Staff filed Comments on March 24, 2011, recommending that the 
Commission not approve either of the Agreements between Idaho Power and the 
Projects because Staff does not consider any of the Agreements to be effective prior to 
the December 14, 2011, effective date of the Commission’s Order No. 32176, which 
lowered the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap for wind and solar Qualifying 
Facilities ("QF") from 10 average megawatts (’WW") to 100 kilowatts ("kW"). On March 
24, 2011, the Projects submitted comments advocating approval of the Agreements. 
In these Reply Comments, Idaho Power submits factual information regarding 
the Company’s processes for receiving requests, negotiating, and executing power 
purchase agreements pursuant to the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 
("PURPA"), factual information regarding the processing of the Projects’ PURPA power 
purchase agreements, and contextual information regarding the review of the Projects’ 
power purchase agreements by the Commission. 
IL SUMMARY OF IDAHO POWER’S PROCESSES 
FOR PURPA AGREEMENTS 
A. 	 Initial Prolect Inquiries. 
Idaho Power continuously receives numerous inquiries from various potential 
generation projects. Upon this initial contact, typically, a general discussion is had with 
each of the potential projects to explain the Power Purchase Agreement ("PPA") and 
Generation Interconnection Agreement ("GIA") process, which are two separate and 
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required processes that must be completed in order for a developer to sell generation to 
Idaho Power. The potential project is advised that to begin the official process of either 
the PPA or the CIA, that written documents and information will be required from the 
project. Grouse Creek, however, are unique projects in that because they are not within 
the Idaho Power service territory or connecting directly to the Idaho Power electrical 
system, the Projects must work with other utilities and transmission providers to deliver 
the energy from the Projects’ sites to Idaho Power. Idaho Power requires some level of 
assurance that off-system generators such as the Projects will be able to secure 
interconnection and transmission as part of its QF project process. 
In the case of a PURPA PPA, a document specifying information such as the 
location, contracting party, resource type, estimated nameplate rating, general 
description of the project, estimated on-line date, and other pertinent information is 
required so that a draft PPA may be created. 
B. 	 Generator Interconnection and Transmission Availability. 
Any generator desiring to connect to Idaho Power’s system must arrange for 
appropriate interconnection and transmission services. As these proposed Projects are 
not within the Idaho Power service territory and will not be directly connecting to the 
Idaho Power electrical system, the Projects must work with third-party transmission 
providers in order to deliver energy to Idaho Power. In this case, the Projects had to 
work with a host utility (Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative) to complete the host 
utility’s generator interconnection process. In addition, the Projects must acquire firm 
transmission capacity from all transmitting entities between the Projects’ interconnection 
point to the host utility’s system and the point of delivery on Idaho Power’s electrical 
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system. Idaho Power’s ability to accept the energy at the proposed point of delivery is 
contingent upon the off-system generators acquiring firm transmission to the point of 
delivery. Upon notification from the Projects of the desired delivery point on Idaho 
Power’s electrical system and confirmation that the Projects are able to interconnect to 
the host utility and acquire firm transmission capacity to the designated point of delivery, 
Idaho Power then submits a transmission service request ("TSR") for network resource 
energy deliveries at the designated point of delivery. Because QFs are designated as 
Idaho Power network resources, the TSR is submitted to the Idaho Power transmission 
group by the Company’s power supply business unit on behalf of the proposed project. 
The Idaho Power transmission group then responds to the TSR with notification that 
network transmission capacity is available and/or additional studies and potential 
network upgrades will be required. Pursuant to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
("FERC") regulations, Idaho Power must maintain a separation between its transmission 
and power supply business units. 
An off-system generator, such as the Projects, is notified of the various 
responses to the TSR only after the generators have agreed to the study process and 
cost responsibility for the studies. Upon agreement, the studies are initiated and 
specific upgrades are identified, if necessary. After sharing the results of the studies 
and upgrades with the developers, the generator must agree to pay for any system 
upgrades. Once an agreement is reached for system upgrades, Idaho Power orders 
the necessary upgrade equipment and construction is scheduled. 
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C. 	 PURPA Power Purchase Acireements. 
Once a potential generation project has submitted written information on its 
proposed project that demonstrates the project is eligible for a PURPA PPA and wishes 
to move forward with the development of the proposed project, Idaho Power begins the 
process of drafting a PPA for the proposed project. Quite often, a proposed project will 
send in incomplete and/or non-definitive information, which requires inquiries and 
exchanges between the Company and the project developer in order to obtain the 
information necessary to prepare a draft agreement. In many cases the potential 
projects never provide definitive information and never move forward with PPA 
discussions. In addition, for off-system generators, such as the Projects, Idaho Power 
requests information and confirmation of the status of off-system interconnection and 
transmission processes prior to drafting of a specific PPA to ensure the generator is 
committing sufficient resources to enable. it to deliver energy to Idaho Powers system. 
The schedule for processing a PPA can be affected by multiple factors, including 
the proposed project’s responsiveness to information requests, the proposed project’s 
provision of key decisions at key decision points, and the quantity of proposed projects 
being processed by the Company. In the case of multiple PPA requests received by the 
Company, Idaho Power processes the requests on a "first-come, first-served" basis. 
This does not mean that multiple projects are not being processed at the same time. 
Multiple requests and draft contracts are often being processed simultaneously and are 
in various stages of the contract process. 
Once the terms and conditions of a proposed project’s PPA are agreed upon by 
the parties and in final draft form, an internal Idaho Power Sarbanes Oxley ("SOX") 
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review is required. This review is required to achieve compliance with the SOX 
regulatory requirements; it involves a review and approval of the draft agreement by 
Idaho Power management, accounting, financial reporting (FASI 33, Fin 46, etc.), legal, 
and confirmation of the appropriate Idaho Power executive authorized to execute the 
agreement. As this review requires the involvement of numerous areas within the 
Company, an expected completion time of this review is approximately 10 business 
days. Very rarely does this review result in any material changes to the draft PPA. 
Instead, the review process provides confirmation from all the necessary divisions within 
the Company that the contract meets each area’s SOX requirements to enable Idaho 
Power to execute the PPA. 
Upon completion of the internal SOX review, three executable copies of the PPA 
are prepared and sent to the project for signature and execution. The project is notified 
that the PURPA agreement must be executed within 10 days. In addition, the project Is 
also notified that if any rules or regulations applicable to the agreement are modified or 
changed prior to both parties executing the agreement, that Idaho Power will be 
required to modify the agreement accordingly. 
Upon return of the three copies of the agreements, signed and executed by the 
project, Idaho Power then schedules a time with the appropriate Idaho Power executive 
to sign and execute the agreement. Generally this is accomplished within one to two 
business days of when the executed agreement is received back from the project, but is 
dependent on the limited availability of the required Company executive with the 
requisite authority to execute contracts containing such large monetary obligations as 
those contained in the typical 20-year PURPA PPA. 
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Upon execution of the agreement by both parties, the executed agreement is 
forwarded to Idaho Power’s legal department for preparation of an application and filing 
of the agreement with the Commission for its review. Generally this application is 
prepared and submitted within five business days of the date that the agreement is fully 
executed. 
III. GROUSE CREEK’S POWER PURCHASE AGREEMENT PROCESS 
Idaho Power records indicate initial contacts with Wasatch Wind, the developer 
behind the Projects, began in late February 2010. The initial Wasatch Wind project was 
a single 150 megawatt ("MW") project spread across 4,000 acres of private and public 
land located in northern Utah. Grouse Creek Comments at 8. Discussions between 
Wasatch Wind and Idaho Power on the single 150 MW project continued until April 
2010, when Wasatch Wind informed Idaho Power that it was now considering a single 
65 MW project instead of the previously discussed 150 MW project. Because this 
proposed project was a QF larger than 10 aMW, Idaho Power prepared pricing for the 
proposed project based upon its Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP")-based pricing 
methodology, pursuant to Commission requirements. See Order No. 32176. Idaho 
Power analyzed this proposal pursuant to the IRP-based methodology and provided 
Wasatch Wind with the results, including a proposed price. 
Three months later, Wasatch Wind once again changed the configuration of its 
proposed project and informed Idaho Power on July 14, 2011, that it "intended to reduce 
its overall footprint and wished to discuss power sales contracts for two single 10 aMW 
projects, instead of a large 65 MW project." Grouse Creek Comments at 13. Idaho 
Power records indicate that initially Wasatch Wind was anticipating two projects, one 
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with a 30 MW nameplate capacity and the other with a 21 MW nameplate capacity. 
Consistent with its existing processes, Idaho Power began drafting PPAs for these two 
projects. During negotiations, Wasatch Wind continued to object to certain terms in the 
PPAs related to Idaho Power’s standard security deposit requirements. Grouse Creek 
Comments at 15. In addition, and consistent with prudent utility business practices, 
Idaho Power required confirmation from Wasatch Wind that since its proposed projects 
were located off Idaho Power’s system, Idaho Power required certain commitments 
from the Projects to ensure they were able to deliver energy to Idaho Power’s system. 
After deliberation and assurances from Wasatch Wind that it would have firm 
transmission available to deliver energy to Idaho Power’s system, Idaho Power agreed 
to relax this precondition of the PPA and continued to negotiate in good faith with the 
Projects. Notably, and as indicated in their comments, the Projects have still not 
entered into a definitive transmission service agreement with Bonneville Power 
Administration ("BPA") to enable it to deliver energy to Idaho Power’s system. Grouse 
Creek Comments at 3 (stating "BPA has indicated that it will forward a 20-year PTP 
[point-to-point] transmission service agreement for each project by the end of March 
2011"). 
Discussions continued between the parties and on December 2 2010, Wasatch 
Wind sent marked-up versions of previously sent draft PPAs sent by Idaho Power. 
Grouse Creek Comments at 17. These mark-ups were the first time Idaho Power was 
definitively informed of the Projects’ size and configuration (i.e., two, 21 MW projects). 
Detailed negotiations continued between the parties over the next couple of weeks. On 
December 9, 2011, Wasatch Wind provided Idaho Power with the Projects’ proposed 
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on-line dates, information which was essential in order to finalize the PPAs. On 
December 14, 2010, Idaho Power sent an information request to Wasatch Wind seeking 
information necessary to finalize the PPAs. On December 15, 2010, Idaho Power sent 
Wasatch Wind an e-mail confirming the first energy and commercial operation dates. 
On December 16, 2010, Idaho Power received an e-mail from Wasatch Wind confirming 
the first energy and commercial operation dates. On that same day, Idaho Power 
provided execution copies of the PPA that were picked-up from Idaho Power’s office by 
the Projects’ counsel. On December 21, 2011, Grouse Creek executed the PPAs and 
sent them via overnight mail to Idaho Power. Idaho Power executed the PPA8 on 
December 28, 2010, and filed them at the Commission the next day. 
IV. IDAHO POWER’S APPLICATION FOR REVIEW OF THE AGREEMENT 
As the Company did with all PURPA contracts that were executed subsequent to 
the filing of the Joint Petition of the three Idaho electric utilities in Case No. GNR-E-1 0-
04, Idaho Power filed the Projects’ PURPA contracts for review with the Commission 
specifically seeking the Commission’s acceptance or rejection of the Agreements. 
Idaho Power specifically did not ask for the Commission’s approval, nor did the 
Company specifically ask for the Commission’s rejection. Instead, the Company asked 
for and seeks the Commission’s independent review of the PPAs. The Commission’s 
Independent review of the Agreements serves several functions, including: (1) 
Commission approval as required by the terms of the contract in order for it be effective; 
(2) if accepted by the Commission, the Company seeks authorization that all payments 
for purchases of energy under the Agreements be allowed as prudently incurred 
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expenses for ratemaking purposes; and (3) a Commission determination as to whether 
such Agreements are in the public interest. 
As stated in its Applications, Idaho Power clearly understands its obligation under 
federal law, FERC regulations, and this Commission’s Orders, that it has not been 
relieved of, to enter into power purchase agreements with PURPA QFs. As stated in 
the Joint Petition filing, Idaho Power has received a very large amount, in terms of both 
number of projects and volume of MW, of requests from PURPA QF developers in a 
very short time frame demanding to enter into published avoided cost rate PURPA 
contracts. The Company diligently and in good faith processed these requests, in the 
ordinary course of business and on an expedited basis, and filed the same for review 
with this Commission, as is its legal obligation. The Company executed these contracts 
in good faith and if those contracts are approved by the Commission, will honor and 
comply with the requirements therein. 
However, the request for review of the Projects’ Agreements, as well as several 
other executed PURPA agreements that were filed subsequent to the November 5, 
2010, Joint Petition in Case No. GNR-E-10-04, were made with the specific reservation 
of rights and incorporation of the averments set forth in that Joint Petition regarding the 
possible negative effects to the both the utility and its customers of additional and 
unfettered PURPA QF generation on system reliability, utility operations, the costs of 
incorporating and integrating such a large penetration level of PURPA QF generation 
into the utility’s system, and, most importantly, the dramatic increase in costs that must 
be borne by the Company’s customers because of the disaggregation of large projects 
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into 10 aMW increments and the inflated avoided cost rates obtained thereby from the 
use of the Surrogate Avoided Resource methodology. 
Even though Idaho Power was legally obligated to continue to negotiate, 
execute, and submit PURPA QF contracts for Commission review containing published 
rates for projects at and below 10 aMW, the Company Is also obligated to reiterate that 
the continuing and unchecked requirement for the Company to acquire additional 
intermittent and other QF generation regardless of its need for additional energy or 
capacity on its system not only circumvents the Commission-mandated IRP planning 
process and creates system reliability and operational issues, but it also increases the 
price Its customers must pay for their energy needs above the Company’s actual 
avoided costs. 
The Commission, in Its role as the regulatory authority for all investor-owned, 
public utilities in the state of Idaho, has an independent obligation and duty to assure 
that all contracts entered into by the public utilities it regulates are ultimately in the 
public interest. In the state of Idaho, contracts are afforded constitutional protection 
against interference from the State. Idaho Const. Art. I, § 16. However, despite this 
constitutional protection, the Commission may annul, supersede, or reform the contracts 
of the public utilities it regulates in the public interest. Agricultural Products Corp. V. 
Utah Power & Light Co., 98 Idaho 23, 29, 557 P.2d 617, 623 (1976) (’Interference with 
private contracts by the state regulation of rates is a valid exercise of the police power, 
and such regulation is not a violation of the constitutional prohibition against impairment 
of contractual obligations."); see also Federal Power Comm’s v. Sierra Pac. Power Co., 
350, U.S. 348, 76 S.Ct. 368, 100 L. Ed. 388 (1956); United Gas Pipe Line Co. V. Mobile 
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Gas Service Corp., 350 U.S. 332, 76 S.Ct. 373, 100 L.Ed. 373 (1956) (U.S. Supreme 
Court finding that rates fixed by contract could be modified only "when necessary in the 
public interest") ("Sierra-Mobile doctrine’). The Commission may interfere in such a 
way with the contracts of a public utility only to prevent an adverse affect to the public 
interest. Agricultural Products, 98 Idaho at 29. "Private contracts with utilities are 
regarded as entered into subject to reserved authority of the state to modify the contract 
in the public interest." Id. 
Idaho Power proceeded reasonably and in good faith in the negotiation and 
eventual signing and execution of the published avoided cost rate 10 aMW PURPA 
contracts with the Projects as required by the then current applicable law, rules, and 
regulations. Idaho Power will continue to meet its legal and regulatory requirements 
and obligations with regard to the Commission’s implementation of PURPA. However, 
as also required by the Commission, Idaho Power has an additional obligation when 
contracting with QF projects, recently reiterated to it by the Commission: ’We intend for 
the Company to assist the Commission in its gatekeeper role of assuring that utility 
customers are not being asked to pay more than the Company’s avoided cost for QF 
contracts. We expect Idaho Power to rigorously review such contracts." Order No. 
32104. 
V. CONCLUSION 
While meeting its legal obligations to contract with QF projects pursuant to the 
Commission’s implementation of PURPA, the Company also asks that the Commission 
review such contracts to assure that they comport with the public interest. The public 
interest implications raised in the GNR-E-10-04 proceeding are of similar magnitude as 
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those contemplated and required by the Sierra-Mobile doctrine and A:gr1öuittra! 
Products and its progeny, as to invoke and authorize the Commission - in the exercise 
of its legislative, state police power and authority to protect the public in the contractual 
rates that it sets and the public utility contracts that It reviews for the purchase of energy 
from QF projects under PURPA. Idaho Power respectfully reiterates its request for the 
Commission to review the Projects contracts as to Whether they are In the public 
interest and issue its Order either accepting or rejecting the same. 
DATED at Boise, Idaho, this 31 day of March 2011. 
-C 
:luiUFj 
	
-? - 
- 	  	 - 
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E  at Oise, Idaho, this 31st day of March 2011. 
HO P  'S  MENTS -
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 31 day of March 2011 I served a true and 
correct copy of IDAHO POWER COMPANY*S 
 REPLY COMMENTS upon the foflowing 
named parties by the method indicated below, and addressed to the following 
Commission Staff 
Kristine.Saser 
Deputy A.rney General 
Idaho 130k Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington 
P .O.Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
mi  krn 
Park City, Utah 8409$ 
Hand Delivered 
V 
 U.S~ Mail 
Overnight Mail 
U: 
Hand Delivered 
X U.S.Mail 
Overnight Mail 
FAX 
X Email bwoodardwasatchwind corn 
Peter J. Richardson 	Hand Delivered 
Gregory M Adams 
	 x Li S Mail 
RICHARDSON & O?LEARY, PLLC 
	 . Overnight Mail 
515 North 274’ Street 	 FAX 
P.0.  Box 7218 	 X Email peterrichardsonandoleym 
Boise. Idaho 83702 
	 rerichardsonando1earyrn 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY ’S REPLY COMMENTS -14 
198 of 399
 
  IFY that on the 31st day of March 2011 I served a true and 
rreQ ' L  ~h~ fonowing 
 t  I  belo ,  f U : 
l'l1i sion t ff
ristine Sas er 
ttorney General
 PUblic Util ties Commi si  
 B.ox .
r . Jdaho 1 ~
Grouse Cre,kWlnd Park, ll.Cs 
Brett Woodard 
Wasatch Wind Intermountain, LLC 
2700 Homestead Road .• Suite 21 0 
r  i  Utah 8 8 
t r . i
.
  '  
rtb211h 
O. )(1  
and Deli r  
--X. U.S. ail
_ 
FAX 
--X. Email Kris,Sasser@puc,idaho.QQV 
Em
-- .  a
_ r i ht a l 
...-X l bwo dard@wasatchwind. m
 
--X. U.S. Mail 
---.;. r i t il
-- . " peter@ri hardsonandofecyy.com 
g g@richardsonandoleary.com 
 '  - 14 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
Tel: 208.938-7900 Fax: 208-938-7904 
P.O. Box 7218 Boise. ID 83707 - 515 N. 27th St. Boise, ID 83702 
RECEIVED 
?III APR -7 PH 4:25 
IDAHO PLJEL 
UTILJ(ç COMMISSION 
April 7, 2011 
Ms. Jean Jewell 
Commission Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 W. Washington 
Boise, ID 83702 
RE: IPC-E-10-61 
Dear Ms. Jewell: 
We are enclosing for filing in the above-referenced docket an original and seven (7) 
copies of Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC’s MOTION TO SET TIME FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT. 
An additional copy is enclosed for you to stamp for our records. 
Sincerely, 
jigory M. Adams 
Richardson & O’Leary PLLC 
end. 
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Peter J. Richardson (ISB No. 3195) 
Gregory M. Adams (ISB No: 7454) 
Richardson & O’Leary, PLLC 
515 N. 27th 
 Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 938-7901 
Fax: (208) 938-7904 
peter@richardsonandoleary.com  
greg@richardsonandoleary.com  
Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
BEFORE THE IDAHO 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
RECEIVED 
2OII APR -7 PH 4-- 25 
IDAHO Pi L UTft1T! 
IN THE MATTER OF THE 
APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY FOR A DETERMINATION 
REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY 
SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE 
AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE 
APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY FOR A DETERMINATION 
REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY 
SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE 
AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK II, LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 V 
MOTION TO SET TIME FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT 
) CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
) 
) MOTION TO SET TIME FOR ORAL 
) ARGUMENT 
) 
) 
) 
) 
COMES NOW, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC, 
each of which is managed by Wasatch Wind Intermountain (the "Grouse Creek QF", the 
"Grouse Creek 11 QF," or collectively the "Grouse Creek QFs"), and pursuant to the Idaho Public 
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, i  Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC, 
 f whic  is managed by W satch Wind Intermountain (the "Grouse Creek QF", the 
II  re  Fs"), and pursuant to the Idaho Public 
Utilities Commission’s ("Commission’s") Rules of Procedure, Rules 56 and 203, IDAPA 
31.01.01.56 and 31.01.01.203, moves the Commission to set a time for oral argument.’ The 
Commission may issue a notice of oral argument in the above-captioned matters pursuant to 
Rules of Procedure 204 and 241, IDAPA 31.01.01.204 and 31.01.01.241.01. Counsel for the 
Grouse Creek QFs has conferred with counsel for Idaho Power and for Commission Staff. Idaho 
Power is opposed to oral argument, but Commission Staff expressed no support or opposition. 
In support of this request, the Grouse Creek QFs state as follows: 
1. The Commission’s Notice of Application and Notice of Modified Procedure 
(Order No. 32191) set a deadline of March 24, 2011, for the filing of Comments by any person 
desiring to state a position on the Applications, and a deadline of March 31, 2011, for Idaho 
Power to file Reply Comments. 
2. The Commission’s Order No. 32191 stated that persons requesting a hearing 
should request a hearing in Comments due on March 24, 2011. 
3. On March 24, 2011, the Grouse Creek QFs and Commission Staff filed 
Comments. The Grouse Creek QFs’ Comments included as an attachment the Affidavit of 
Christine Mike/l, which contained several exhibits evidencing the development efforts and the 
communications between Idaho Power and the Grouse Creek QFs. Expecting no conflicting 
interpretations of the underlying evidence submitted, the Grouse Creek QFs did not request a 
hearing at that time. 
The relevant facts for each of these cases are substantially similar. The Grouse Creek 
QFs have therefore filed identical requests for oral argument in each case, and propose a single 
oral argument to address both cases. 
MOTION TO SET TIME FOR ORAL ARGUMENT 
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4. On March 31, 2011, Idaho Power filed Reply Comments. 
5. The Company, in its Reply Comments, appears to have inadvertently included 
statements of fact that are materially inconsistent with evidence in the record. 
6. Idaho Power stated, "Discussions between Wasatch Wind and Idaho Power on a 
single 150 MW project continued until April 2010, when Wasatch Wind informed Idaho Power 
that it was now considering a single 65 MW project.. . ." Idaho Power’s Reply Comments, Case 
Nos. IPC-E-10-61, IPC-E-l0-62, p.  7 (March 31, 2011). 
7. There is no evidence that Wasatch Wind ever requested a contract from Idaho 
Power for a 150 MW project, and the evidence of the initial request on February 26, 2010 was 
for "either a 10 aMW or something less than 80 MW Qualifying Facility under PURPA." See 
Affidavit of Christine Mi/cell, at Exhibit A, p.  2; see also id. at Exhibit A, p.  1 (containing the 
email response of Mr. Randy Aliphin of Idaho Power acknowledging receipt of this request). 
Indeed, at that time, Wasatch Wind had already determined with BPA that it would be 
impossible to deliver more than 93 MW to Idaho Power on the applicable transmission line, id. at 
¶11 17, 19, and a request for a contract for 150 MW would therefore make no sense. Although 
Wasatch Wind did initially plan a project up to 150 MW with BLM and the private landowner, it 
does not ever recall requesting a contract from Idaho Power for a project sized at 150 MW. 
8. Additionally, Idaho Power stated, "Discussions continued between the parties and 
on December 2, 2010, Wasatch Wind sent marked-up versions of previously sent draft PPM sent 
by Idaho Power.... These mark-ups were the first time Idaho Power was definitively informed 
of the Projects’ size and configuration (i.e. two 21 MW projects)." Idaho Power’s Reply 
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Comments, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61, IPC-E-1O-62, at p.  8. 
9. The record demonstrates that Wasatch Wind clearly requested two contracts for 
two 10 average megawatt projects in July 2010, Affidavit of Christine Mike!!, at Exhibit at 
Exhibit D, p.  1, and definitively described such projects with a maximum capacity of 21 MW on 
October 1, 2010, well before December 2010. See Id. at Exhibit G at pp.  1, 4, 9, 12. 
10. Idaho Power itself was well aware of the changes resulting in both projects being 
sized at 21 MW. See id. at Exhibit I, p.  2 (containing Mr. Allphin’s November 1, 2010 letter, 
which stated: "In the letter dated October 1, 2010, the project has requested the Grouse Creek 
Wind Park I be resized at 21 MW vs the previous information that the project be sized at 30 
MW. Based on this latest information, Idaho Power will ifie TSR’s for Grouse Creek Wind Park 
I for a nameplate rating of 21 MW and Grouse Creek Wind Park II for a nameplate rating of 21 
MW. . . ."). Indeed, the Complaints filed on November 8, 2010, in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 and 
IPC-E-10-30 both stated the QFs would be 21 MW. See Complaints, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 
and IPC-E-10-30, 1 5 (Nov. 8, 2010). The 21-MW maximum capacity of these projects was well 
settled far in advance of December 2010. 
11. Additionally, the Company, in its Reply Comments, appears to have revived its 
argument made and then later retracted during contract negotiations, that an off-system QF must 
secure a Point to Point ("PTY) transmission agreement prior to Idaho Power agreeing to execute 
a power sales contract. See Idaho Power’s Reply Comments at p.  8 ("Notably. . . the Projects 
have still not entered into a definitive transmission service agreement with Bonneville Power 
Administration (’BPA’) to enable it to deliver the energy to Idaho Power’s system"). 
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12. The Grouse Creek QFs had objected to Idaho Power’s requirement of firm 
transmission rights prior to contract execution as the primary concern in the Complaints, which 
were not litigated after Idaho Power waived the firm transmission requirement prior to contract 
execution. See Affidavit of Christine Mikell, at ¶11 63, 67-68, 73-74. 
13. The Grouse Creek QFs understood Idaho Power to have agreed that a PTP 
transmission agreement need not be a prerequisite if the QF agrees to a reasonable delay security 
to protect Idaho Power and its ratepayers in the event a PIP transmission agreement cannot be 
secured. See Grouse Creek QFs’ Comments, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61, IPC-E-10-62, pp.  16-18 
(March 24, 2010). 
14. Therefore, the Grouse Creek QFs, in their filing in these cases, only briefly 
described some of the reasons it is impractical to require a finn transmission agreement prior to 
contract execution. Affidavit of Christine Mikell, at ¶ 33. 
15. Counsel for the Grouse Creek QFs is not aware of any recent case where the 
Commission has required a QF to secure a firm transmission agreement prior to contract 
execution. 
16. For the reasons stated above, the soundness of requiring firm transmission rights 
has not been fully addressed in these cases. 
17. Because the records in these cases are lengthy and Idaho Power appears to 
interpret the evidence different than the Grouse Creek QFs, the Grouse Creek QFs submit that it 
would beneficial for the Commission to hold oral argument in these cases. 
18. The Grouse Creek QFs also submit that adoption of the firm transmission rights 
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requirement prior to contract execution would constitute a drastic policy change with widespread 
impacts, without the benefit of a full vetting of the issue. Therefore, oral argument on that issue 
would also be beneficial to the Commission in rendering its decision in these cases. 
WHEREFORE, the Grouse Creek QFs respectfully request that this Commission grant 
the Motion to Set a Time for Oral Argument in these proceedings. 
Respectfully submitted this 7th 
 day of April, 2011, 
RICHARDSON & O’LEARY, PLLC 
te . Richardson 
Gregory M. Adams 
Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind Park, 
LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 7th day of April, 2011, a true and correct copy of the 
within and foregoing MOTION TO SET TIME FOR ORAL ARGUMENT was served as 
shown to the following parties: 
Lisa Nordstrom 
Donovan Walker 
Idaho Power Company 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
dwalker@idahopower.com  
lnordsfrom@jdahopower.com  
Randy Aliphin 
Idaho Power Company 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707 
rallphin@idahopower.com 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(x) Hand Delivered 
()Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
()Electronic Mail 
()U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(x) Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
( ) Electronic Mail 
ł. 
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Office of the Secretary 
Service Date 
April 13, 2011 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK II, LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
ORDER NO. 32222 
On February 24, 2011, the Commission issued a combined Notice of Applications 
and Notice of Modified Procedure in the two cases referenced above. In each Firm Energy Sales 
Agreement, the respective wind developer agrees to sell electric energy to Idaho Power 
Company for a 20-year term. Because the Commission determined that each of the Agreements 
should be processed under Modified Procedure, there was not a provision in the consolidated 
Notice that set a deadline for the filing of Petitions to Intervene. Order No. 32191. 
On March 24, 2011, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, 
LLC each filed a Petition to Intervene in their respective cases. 
COMMISSION FINDINGS 
We decline to grant intervenor status to the two wind companies because we find that 
they are parties to the Firm Energy Sales Agreements. As a counterparty to the Firm Energy 
Sales Agreements with Idaho Power, each wind company is an actual party to the Agreement 
submitted to the Commission for our consideration. In other words, each wind company is a 
counterparty to Idaho Power and has a direct interest in their respective Firm Energy Sales 
Agreement. Consequently, Petitions to Intervene to obtain party status are not necessary in these 
cases. 
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Petitions to Intervene filed by Grouse Creek 
Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC are denied as unnecessary because each 
Petitioner is a party in the respective Firm Energy Sales Agreements identified above. 
DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission at Boise, Idaho this 13 ’ 
day of April 2011. 
PAUL KJELfANDtR, PRESIDENT 
 
\46--A~ 
MACK A. REDFORD, COMMISSIONER 
MARSHA H. SMITH, COMMISSIONER 
ATTEST: 
Jewel(J 
Commission Secretary 
O:IPC-E-1 0-61 _IPC.E- 10-62_W-Intervention 
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KRISTINE A. SASSER 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
P0 BOX 83720 
BOISE, IDAHO 83720-0074 
TEL: 208.334-0357 
IDAHO BAR NO. 6618 
RECEIVED 
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STREET MAILING ADDRESS: 
472 WEST WASHINGTON STREET 
BOISE, IDAHO 83702-5918 
Attorney for the Commission Staff 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF ) 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A ) 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM ) 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN ) 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND ) 
PARK II, LLC ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
CASE NO. IPC-E..10-62 
ANSWER OF COMMISSION 
STAFF TO MOTIONS FOR 
ORAL ARGUMENT FILED BY 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, 
LLC AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK II, LLC 
COMES NOW Commission Staff (Staff), pursuant to Commission Rule of Procedure 
57, and hereby answers the Motions to Set Time for Oral Argument filed on April 7, 2011, by 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC (the Projects). 
On December 29, 2010, Idaho Power Company filed Applications requesting 
acceptance or rejection of two 20-year Firm Energy Sales Agreements (Agreements) between 
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Idaho Power and Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC. On 
February 24, 2011, the Commission issued a combined Notice of Applications and Notice of 
Modified Procedure setting a comment deadline of March 24, 2011, and a reply comment 
deadline of March 31, 2011. Order No. 32191. The Projects filed comments on March 24, 2011, 
urging the Commission to approve the Agreements. On the same day, the Projects also filed 
Petitions to Intervene.’ On March 31, 2011, Idaho Power filed reply comments outlining the 
Company’s processes for responding to requests, negotiating, and executing power purchase 
agreements. 
On April 7, 2011, the Projects each filed a Motion to Set Time for Oral Argument. In 
support of its Motion, the Projects contend that Idaho Power’s reply comments contain 
"statements of fact that are materially inconsistent with evidence in the record." Motion at 3. 
The Motion goes on to state, in some detail, each element of Idaho Power’s reply comments that 
the Projects find materially inconsistent. The Projects maintain that, "[b]ecause the records in 
these cases are lengthy and Idaho Power appears to interpret the evidence different[ly] than the 
Grouse Creek QFs, the Grouse Creek QFs submit that it would [be] beneficial for the 
Commission to hold oral argument in these cases." Id at 5. The Projects contend that, because 
the relevant facts for each case are substantially similar, a single oral argument could be 
scheduled to address both cases. Id at 2. 
The Projects represent that they consulted with Commission Staff prior to filing their 
Motions and "Commission Staff expressed no support or opposition" to a request for oral 
argument. Id. at 2. Unfortunately, the Projects did not have express or implied permission to 
represent Staff’s position on this matter. In fact, Staff opposes the Motion for Oral Argument. 
As stated by the Projects in their Motion, the records are lengthy in these cases. All parties have 
had an opportunity to file initial and reply comments. Any concern that the Projects had about 
Idaho Power’s misrepresentations on reply were adequately addressed in the clearly enunciated 
exceptions set forth by the Projects in their Motions for Oral Argument. Staff sees no need for 
additional, redundant process. 
On April 13, 2011, the Commission issued an Order denying the Projects’ Petitions to Intervene. Order No. 
32222. The Commission recognized that as counterparties to the Firm Energy Sales Agreements with Idaho Power, 
each Project is an actual party with a direct interest in the Agreements submitted to the Commission. As such, 
Petitions to intervene were unnecessary to obtain party status in the case before the Commission. Id at I. 
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In a recent Commission Order, issued March 28, 2011, the Commission cited a Ninth 
Circuit decision stating that the Commission "in its discretion may deny an oral hearing even 
where material facts are disputed so long as the disputes may be adequately resolved by the 
written submissions." Order No. 32212 citing Amador Stage Lines, Inc. v. United Slates and 
Interstate Commerce Comm., 685 F.2d 333, 335 (9th  Cir. 1982). The Projects do not argue that 
their dispute cannot be adequately resolved with written submissions. Indeed, the Projects go to 
great lengths to lay out each element of disagreement with Idaho Power within the Projects’ 
Motions for Oral Argument. Furthermore, the Commission is not obligated to schedule oral 
argument simply because a party requests it. The Commission, in its discretion, "may decide the 
matter and issue its order on the basis of the written positions before it." Rule 204, IDAPA 
31.01.01.204. 
Wherefore, Commission Staff respectfully urges the Commission to deny the Motions 
for Oral Argument filed by Grouse Creek Wind Park and Grouse Creek Wind Park II. 
Respectfully submitted this Z11 day of April 2011. 
I& *L4J&. oik tine A. Sasser 
Deputy Attorney General 
for Commission Staff 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE THIS 21st  DAY OF APRIL 2011, 
SERVED THE FOREGOING ANSWER OF COMMISSION STAFF TO MOTIONS FOR 
ORAL ARGUMENT, IN CASE NOS. IPC-E-I0-61_IPC-E-10-62, BY MAILING A 
COPY THEREOF, POSTAGE PREPAID, TO THE FOLLOWING: 
DONOVAN E WALKER 
LISA D NORDSTROM 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
P0 BOX 70 
BOISE ID 83707-0070 
E-MAIL: dwalker@idahopower.com  
lnordstrom@idahopower.com  
BRETT WOODARD 
WASATCH WIND INTERMOUNTAIN 
STE 210 
2700 HOMESTEAD RD 
PARK CITY UT 84098  
RANDY C ALLPH!N 
ENERGY CONTRACT ADMIN 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
P0 BOX 70 
BOISE ID 83707-0070 
E-MAIL: rallDhin@idahopower.com  
PETER J. RICHARDSON 
GREGORY M. ADAMS 
RICHARDSON & O’LEARY PLLC 
515 N. 27TH  STREET 
BOISE ID 83702 
E-MAIL: peter (a) richardsonandolearv.com  
gregrichardsonando1earv.com  
(AveL 
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April 21, 2011 
VIA HAND DELIVERY 
Jean D. Jewell, Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington Street 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
Re: Case No. IPC-E-10-61 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
FOR A DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM ENERGY SALES 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
Dear Ms. Jewell: 
Enclosed for filing please find an original and seven (7) copies of Idaho Power 
Company’s Objection to Request for Oral Argument in the above matter. 
Very tru yours, 
novan E. Walker 
DEW:csb 
Enclosures 
1221 W. Idaho St. (83702) 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707 
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 A DETERMIN I REG  A FIRM ENERGY SALES 
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y' j ti  t  equest for Oral Argument in the above matter. 
 w. . 
.  
10  
DONOVAN E. WALKER (ISB No. 5921) 
JASON B. WILLIAMS 
Idaho Power Company 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
Telephone: (208) 388-5317 
Facsimile: (208) 388-6936 
dwalkerciidahoDower.com  
jwilIiamsWidahoDower.com  
RECEIVED 
2UH APR 2I PM12:30 
IDAHO PUiG 
UTRSI1ES COMMISSION 
Attorneys for Idaho Power Company 
Street Address for Express Mail: 
1221 West Idaho Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN IDAHO POWER AND 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN IDAHO POWER AND 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S 
OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR 
ORAL ARGUMENT 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S 
OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR 
ORAL ARGUMENT 
Idaho Power Company ("Idaho Power"), in response to the Motion to Set Time 
for Oral Argument filed on April 7, 2011, by Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, and Grouse 
Creek Wind Park II, LLC (collectively "Grouse Creek"), hereby respectfully objects to 
Grouse Creek’s Motion. Oral argument is not necessary in these proceedings. Grouse 
Creek did not request a hearing nor oral argument within the comment deadline. As 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT -1 
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described below, Grouse Creek has not alleged a sufficient basis requiring oral 
argument.’ 
The Commission ordered that these matters be processed pursuant to Idaho 
Public Utilities Commission ("Commission") Rules of Procedure 201 through 204, the 
Commission’s rules on Modified Procedure. Order No. 32191. Order No. 32191 set 
forth March 24, 2011, as the deadline for comments and any request for a hearing and 
March 31, 2011, as the deadline for Idaho Power to file reply comments. Comments 
were filed by Commission Staff and by Grouse Creek within the comment deadline. 
Idaho Power filed Reply Comments by the reply comment deadline. 
The Commission found preliminarily that the public interest may not require a 
hearing to consider the issues presented in these matters and that the proceeding may 
be processed under Modified Procedure; i.e., by written submission rather than by 
hearing. RP 201. Under Modified Procedure, "Persons desiring a hearing must 
specifically request a hearing in their written protests or comments." RP 203. "If 
protests, supports, comments or a reply are filed within the deadlines, the Commission 
will consider them and may set the matter for hearing or may decide the matter and 
issue its order on the basis of the written positions before it." RP 204. 
Grouse Creek submitted lengthy Comments in these proceedings. It did not, 
however, request a hearing either in its Comments or subsequently. Instead Grouse 
Creek, two weeks after the comment deadline, has requested oral argument. The basis 
of its request for oral argument is the allegation that there are inconsistencies with 
statements of fact made by Idaho Power in its Reply Comments and the Comments 
submitted by Grouse Creek and suggests that, "Because the records in these cases are 
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lengthy and Idaho Power appears to interpret the evidence different than the Grouse 
Creek Us, the Grouse Creek QFs submit that it would be beneficial for the 
Commission to hold oral argument in these cases." 
Resolving disputed factual issues is a legitimate, proper, and necessary function 
of the Commission that it is well equipped and authorized to do, even for oases 
processed pursuant the Commission’s rules on Modified Procedure. Oral argument is 
not the proper vehicle for the submission of factual evidence, and is not necessary in 
these matters. These cases are being processed under Modified Procedure, and the 
comment deadline has passed with no requests for a hearing or oral argument. Grouse 
Creek has made a lengthy submission on behalf of the projects, and Staff and the 
Company have also filed comments. There is no need for oral argument, certainly not 
solely to resolve disputed issues of fact in the written record. The Commission should 
render its decision in these matters based upon the written record pursuant to its rules 
on Modified Procedure. 
DATED at Boise, Idaho, this 21 81 day of April 2011.
A4~  
ONOVAN E. WALKER 
Attorney for Idaho Power Company 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 21 9t day of April 20111 served a true and correct 
copy of IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR ORAL 
ARGUMENT upon the following named parties by the method indicated below, and 
addressed to the following: 
Commission Staff 
Knstine Sasser 
Deputy Attorney General 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
X Hand Delivered 
_U.S. Mail 
Overnight Mail 
__FAX 
X Email Kns.Sasser(Duc.idaho.Qov 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLCs 
	 Hand Delivered 
Brett Woodard 	 X U.S. Mail 
Wasatch Wind Intermountain, LLC 
	
____Overnight Mail 
2700 Homestead Road, Suite 210 
	 FAX 
Park City, Utah 84098 
	 X Email bwoodardäwasatchwind.com  
Peter J. Richardson 	 Hand Delivered 
Gregory M. Adams 
	 X U.S. Mail 
RICHARDSON & O’LEARY, PLLC 
	 Overnight Mail 
515 North 27 th Street 	 FAX 
P.O. Box 7218 
	 X Email łeterrichardsonandolearv.com  
Boise, Idaho 83702 
	 qrecirichardsonandolearv.com  
Donovan E. Walker 
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Office of the Secretary 
Service Date 
April 27, 2011 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK II LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
ORDER NO. 32236 
On December 29, 2010, Idaho Power Company filed Applications requesting 
acceptance or rejection of two 20-year Firm Energy Sales Agreements (Agreements) between 
Idaho Power and Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park H, LLC 
(Projects). On February 24, 2011, the Commission issued a combined Notice of Applications 
and Notice of Modified Procedure setting a comment deadline of March 24, 2011, and a reply 
comment deadline of March 31, 2011. Order No. 32191. The Projects filed comments on March 
24, 2011, urging the Commission to approve the Agreements. On the same day, the Projects also 
filed Petitions to Intervene.’ On March 31, 2011, Idaho Power filed reply comments outlining 
the Company’s processes for responding to requests, negotiating, and executing power purchase 
agreements. 
On April 7, 2011, the Projects each filed a Motion to Set Time for Oral Argument. In 
support of its Motion, the Projects contend that Idaho Power’s reply comments contain 
"statements of fact that are materially inconsistent with evidence in the record." Motions at 3. 
The Motion goes on to state, in some detail, each element of Idaho Power’s reply comments that 
the Projects find materially inconsistent. The Projects maintain that, "[b]ecause the records in 
these cases are lengthy and Idaho Power appears to interpret the evidence different than the 
On April 13, 2011, the Commission issued an Order denying the Projects’ Petitions to Intervene. Order No. 
32222. The Commission recognized that, as counterparties to the Firm Energy Sales Agreements with Idaho Power, 
each Project is an actual party with a direct interest in the Agreements submitted to the Commission. As such, the 
Petitions to Intervene were unnecessary to obtain party status in the case before the Commission. Id. at 1. 
ORDER NO. 32236 
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Grouse Creek QFs, the Grouse Creek QFs submit that it would [be] beneficial for the 
Commission to hold oral argument in these cases." Id. at 5. The Projects contend that, because 
the relevant facts for each case are substantially similar, a single oral argument could be 
scheduled to address both cases. Id. at 2. 
On April 21, 2011, Commission Staff and Idaho Power filed Answers opposing the 
Projects’ Motions for Oral Argument. Commission Staff mintains that the Projects’ concerns 
have been adequately presented and argued through written submissions. Idaho Power states that 
the Projects have not alleged a sufficient basis to justify oral argument in these proceedings. 
Idaho Power also contends that, if the Projects wanted an opportunity for oral argument, they 
should have made their request within their written comments as required by Commission Rule 
of Procedure 203. 
COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission’s Rules of Procedure allow for the use of Modified Procedure, i.e., 
the consideration of issues based on written submissions (comments) rather than by hearing. 
Rule 201, IDAPA 31.01.01.201. If a hearing is requested, the Commission, in its discretion, may 
deny the request for hearing and issue its Order on the basis of the written positions before it so 
long as the disputes may be adequately resolved by the written submissions. See Rule 204, 
IDAPA 31.01.01.204; Amador Stage Lines, Inc. v. United States and Interstate Commerce 
Comm., 685 F.2d 333, 335 (9th 
 Cir. 1982); American Public Gas Asso. v. Federal Power Comm., 
162 U.S.App.D.C. 176, 498 F.2d 718 (1974). 
In this case, the Projects not only provided initial comments but also submitted 
detailed, additional information and argument with their Motions for Oral Argument. As stated 
by the Projects in their Motions, the record in this case is lengthy. The Commission finds the 
evidentiary record sufficiently reflects the positions of all parties. Moreover, the Projects have 
not alleged that their position is not adequately presented through written submissions. 
Additional process in the form of oral argument to clarify the issues is unnecessary. 
Consequently, the Projects’ Motions for Oral Argument are denied. 
ORDER 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Motions to Set Time for Oral Argument filed by 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC are denied. 
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DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission at Boise, Idaho this 02 7  eA 
day of April 2011. 
PAUL K ELLWDER, PRESIDENT 
~ 
-1 
MACK A. REDyIP, COMMISSIONER 
6La I&  - L 
MARSHA H. SMITH, COMMISSIONER 
ATTEST: 
# D. Jewel & 
mmission Secretary 
0:1PC-E-1 O-6_LPC-E-1 O-62_ks3 
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DER NO. 3223  3 
Office of the Secretary 
Service Date 
June 8, 2011 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK II, LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
ORDER NO. 32257 
On December 29, 2010, Idaho Power Company filed two Applications each 
requesting acceptance or rejection of a 20-year Firm Energy Sales Agreement ("Agreements") 
between Idaho Power and Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
(Facility; Project). Both projects are located near Lynn, Utah, and managed by Wasatch Wind 
Intermountain, LLC. The projects have self-certified as "qualifying facilities" (QFs) under the 
applicable provisions of the federal Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA). 
Idaho Power requested that its Applications be processed by Modified Procedure. 
On February 24, 2011, the Commission issued a Notice of Application and Notice of 
Modified Procedure setting a March 24, 2011, comment deadline and a March 31, 2011, deadline 
for reply comments. Comments were filed by the Commission Staff, the Company and Wasatch 
Wind on behalf of each of the two projects.’ On April 7, 2011, Wasatch Wind filed a Motion to 
Set Time for Oral Argument because "the records in these cases are lengthy and Idaho Power 
appears to interpret the evidence different than the Grouse Creek QFs...... Motion at 5. 
Commission Staff and Idaho Power filed objections to the projects’ motion. On April 27, 2011, 
The parties in these two cases have all filed consolidated comments because the "relevant facts for each of these 
projects are substantially similar." Comments of Wasatch Wind at n. 1. Consequently, the Commission finds it 
reasonable and appropriate to consolidate these cases and issue this consolidated final Order. Rule 247, IDAPA 
31.01.01.247. 
ORDER NO. 32257 	 1 
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 3225   
the Commission issued an Order denying the projects’ motion. 2 As set out in greater detail 
below, the Commission declines to approve the Firm Energy Sales Agreements. 
BACKGROUND 
On November 5, 2010, Idaho Power, Avista Corporation, and PacifiCorp dba Rocky 
Mountain Power filed a Joint Petition requesting that the Commission initiate an investigation to 
address various avoided cost issues related to the Commission’s implementation of PURPA. 
Section 210 of PURPA generally requires electric utilities to purchase power produced by QFs at 
"avoided cost" rates set by the Commission. "Avoided costs" are those costs which a public 
utility would otherwise incur for electric power, whether that power was purchased from another 
source or generated by the utility itself." 18 C.F.R. § 292.I01(b)(6). Order No. 32176 at I. 
While the Commission pursues its investigation, the utilities also moved the 
Commission to "lower the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap from 10 aMW to 100 kW 
[to] be effective immediately. . . ." Id. citing Joint Petition at 7. Under PURPA regulations 
issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), the Commission must "publish" 
avoided cost rates for small QFs with a design capacity of 100 kW or less. Order No. 32176 at 1. 
However, the Commission has the discretion to set the published avoided cost rate at a higher 
capacity amount - commonly referred to as the "eligibility cap." 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(c)(I -2). 
When a QF project is larger than the published eligibility cap the avoided cost rate for the project 
must be individually negotiated by the QF and the utility using the Integrated Resource Plan 
(IRP) Methodology. Order No. 32176. 
The purpose of utilizing the IRP Methodology for large QF projects is to more 
precisely value the energy being delivered. Id. at 10. The IRP Methodology recognizes the 
individual generation characteristics of each project by assessing when the QF is capable of 
delivering its resources against when the utility is most in need of such resources. The resultant 
pricing is reflective of the value of QF energy to the utility. Utilization of the IRP Methodology 
does not negate the requirement under PURPA that the utility purchase the QF energy. 
On December 3, 2010, the Commission issued Order No. 32131 declining the 
utilities’ motion to immediately reduce the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap from 10 
aMW to 100 kW. Order No. 32131 at 5. However, the Order did notify parties that the 
2 
 The Commission found that "the evidentiary record sufficiently reflects the positions of all parties. Moreover, the 
Projects have not alleged that their position is not adequately presented through written submissions." Order No. 
32236 at 2. 
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Commission’s decision regarding the motion to reduce the published avoided cost eligibility cap 
would become effective on December 14, 2010. Id. at 5-6, 9. 
Based upon the record in the GNR-E-1 0-04 case, the Commission subsequently found 
that a "convincing case has been made to temporarily reduce the eligibility cap for published 
avoided cost rates from 10 aMW to 100 kW for wind and solar only while the Commission 
further investigates" other avoided cost issues. Order No. 32176 at 9 (emphasis original). On 
reconsideration, the Commission affirmed its decision to temporarily reduce the eligibility cap 
for published avoided cost rates from 10 aMW to 100 kW. Order No. 32212. Thus, the 
eligibility cap for the published avoided cost rate for wind and solar QF projects was set at 100 
kW effective December 14, 2010. 
THE AGREEMENTS 
On December 28, 2010, Idaho Power and each of the two wind projects entered into 
their respective Agreements. Under the terms of the Agreements, each wind project agrees to 
sell electric energy to Idaho Power for a 20-year term using the 10 aMW non-levelized published 
avoided cost rates. Applications at 4. The nameplate rating of each Facility is 21 MW. Under 
normal and/or average conditions, each Facility will not exceed 10 aMW on a monthly basis. 
Idaho Power warrants that the Agreements comport with the terms and conditions of the various 
Commission Orders applicable to PURPA agreements for wind resources. Order Nos. 30415, 
30488, 30738 and 31025. 
Each Facility has selected June 1, 2013, as its Scheduled First Energy Date and 
December 1, 2013, as its Scheduled Operation Date. Applications at 5. Idaho Power asserts that 
various requirements have been placed upon the Facilities in order for Idaho Power to accept the 
Facilities’ energy deliveries. Idaho Power states that it will monitor the Facilities’ compliance 
with initial and ongoing requirements through the term of the Agreements. Idaho Power asserts 
that it has advised each Facility of the Facility’s responsibility to work with Idaho Power’s 
delivery business unit to ensure that sufficient time and resources will be available for delivery to 
construct the interconnection facilities, and transmission upgrades if required, in time to allow 
each Facility to achieve its December 1, 2013, Scheduled Operation Date. 
The Applications state that each Facility "is currently in the beginning stages of the 
generator interconnection process. [Each] Facility is located outside of Idaho Power’s service 
territory and thus must complete the interconnection process with a different host utility." Id. at 
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6. The Agreements require each Facility to acquire interconnection and continuous firm 
transmission capacity to a Point of Delivery on Idaho Power’s system. Idaho Power asserts that 
each Facility has been advised that delays in the interconnection or transmission process do not 
constitute excusable delays and if a Facility fails to achieve its Scheduled Operation Date delay 
damages will be assessed. Id The Applications further maintain that each Facility has 
acknowledged and accepted the risk inherent in proceeding with its Agreement without 
knowledge of the requirements of interconnection and possible transmission upgrades. Id, at 7. 
The parties have each agreed to liquidated damage and security provisions of $45 per kW of 
nameplate capacity. Agreements, ¶J 5.3.2, 5.8.1. 
Idaho Power states that each Facility has also been made aware of and accepted the 
provisions in each Agreement and Idaho Power’s approved Schedule 72 regarding non-
compensated curtailment or disconnection of its Facility should certain operating conditions 
develop on Idaho Power’s system. The Applications note that the parties’ intent and 
understanding is that "non-compensated curtailment would be exercised when the generation 
being provided by the Facility in certain operating conditions exceeds or approaches the 
minimum load levels of [Idaho Power’s] system such that it may have a detrimental effect upon 
[Idaho Power’s] ability to manage its thermal, hydro, and other resources in order to meet its 
obligation to reliably serve loads on its system." Applications at 7. 
By their own terms, the Agreements will not become effective until the Commission 
has approved all of the terms and conditions and declares that all payments made by Idaho Power 
to the Facilities for purchases of energy will be allowed as prudently incurred expenses for 
ratemaking purposes. Agreements 12 1. 1. 
THE COMMENTS 
A. Staff Comments 
Staff observed that both of the Agreements are nearly identical. The two Facilities 
collectively are expected to generate 128,887 MWh annually. Under the non-levelized rates in 
the Agreements, the annual energy payments by Idaho Power for the expected generation will be 
approximately $8.3 million in 2014 increasing to approximately $15.9 million in 2033, or a 
cumulative total of $236.4 million over the 20-year term of the Agreements. The collective net 
present value of the energy payments over the life of the Agreements will be approximately 
$83.8 million. 
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Both of the Agreements were signed by the Project developer on December 20, 2010, 
and signed by Idaho Power on December 28, 2010. The Agreements were filed with the 
Commission on December 29, 2010. The Agreements contain the published avoided cost rates 
from Order No. 31025. However, Staff observed that Order No. 32176 lowered the availability 
of published avoided cost rates for wind and solar QF projects to 100 kW, effective December 
14, 2010. As a matter of law, Staff considers the effective date of the contract to be the date 
upon which both parties signed the agreement. A signature by only one party, Staff believes, 
does not create an enforceable contract nor establish the effective date of the agreement. 
Consequently, Staff considers the effective date for each of the Agreements to be December 28, 
2010. 
Because the Agreements were executed after the date upon which the 100 kW 
eligibility cap became effective for wind and solar projects and because the size of each 
proposed wind project clearly exceeds 100 kW, Staff maintains that approval of the Agreements 
is prohibited by Order No. 32176. Staff believes that the avoided cost rate for these Agreements 
must be negotiated using the IRP methodology. Consequently, Staff recommended denial of the 
Agreements as submitted. 
B. The Projects’ Comments 
The Projects assert that these wind projects began development in 2007, have 
possessed rights to use private lands for the Project sites since February 2008, and have over two 
years of wind data supporting its output projections. Comments at 2. The Projects claim that 
they have been in formal power sales contract negotiations with Idaho Power since February 
2010. In April 2010, Idaho Power provided the Projects with PURPA contract pricing 
(calculated through the Aurora model) consistent with a project producing up to 65 MW. In June 
2010, the Projects signed a letter of understanding provided by Idaho Power, "which stated Idaho 
Power would not execute a power sales contract prior to when the Project received confirmation 
that the results of the initial Idaho Power transmission capacity application for transmission to its 
load center are known and the Project accepts the results." Id. at 12. In a June 25, 2010, e-mail, 
the Projects indicated to Idaho Power that "due to federal permitting issues, [the Projects] 
intended to reduce [their] overall footprint and wished to discuss power sales contracts for two 
single 10 aMW projects, instead of the large 65 MW project." Id at 13. On July 14, 2010, the 
Projects submitted a formal request for two 10 aMW PURPA contracts to Idaho Power. Id. 
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On October 1, 2010, the Projects sent a letter to Idaho Power expressing their intent 
to obligate themselves to two power sales agreements. Id. at 14. The letter "expressed [the 
Projects’] concern also with the legality of the high $45/kw delay liquidated damages security 
provision Idaho Power had begun requiring. . . ." Id. at 15. Idaho Power responded on 
November 1, 2010, by providing a draft standard FESA and indicating that the Projects must 
agree to the $45/kW delay security amount - which terms were contained in the draft agreement. 
Id. 
After the utilities filed their Joint Petition in the GNR-E-1 0-04 case, the Projects each 
filed complaints with the Commission against Idaho Power on November 8, 2010. The Projects 
assert that, on November 19, 2010, they agreed with Idaho Power to stay the complaint 
proceedings and execute standard QF wind contracts "containing the $45/kw delay security but 
not containing the precondition of firm transmission rights prior to execution." Id. at 4. On 
December 2, 2010, the Projects provided Idaho Power with contracts containing the project 
specifics for each project and on December 9, 2010, the Projects clarified the online date to 
comply with the BPA transmission service request. On December 16, 2010, Idaho Power,  
provided executable Agreements to the Projects. Id. at 19. On December 20, 2010, the Projects 
executed the Agreements and sent them back to Idaho Power by overnight delivery.’ Idaho 
Power executed the Agreements on December 28, 2010, and filed them with the Commission the 
next day. Id. 
The Projects argue that because they filed meritorious complaints on November 8, 
2010, and because all project specifics and material terms of the contracts were finalized prior to 
December 14, 2010, the Commission should approve both FESAs containing the published 
avoided Cost rates. The Projects maintain that, "[w]hen the published rates change, or become 
otherwise unavailable to a QF before the QF can obtain a contract, the QF is entitled to 
grandfathered rates if it can ’demonstrate that ’but for’ the actions of [the utility, the QF] was 
otherwise entitled to a power purchase contract." Id. at 7. The Projects further allege that the 
large sums of money and time spent in developing the Projects and the advanced stage of their 
maturity evidences their intent to obligate themselves to a power purchase agreement. Id. 
Both Projects and Idaho Power represent that Grouse Creek Wind Park and Grouse Creek Wind Park II signed 
their respective Agreements on December 21, 2010. However, the date reflected in each Agreement filed with this 
Commission under the Project manager’s signature is clearly December 20, 2010. 
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C. Idaho Power Reply 
Idaho Power stated that it executed the two Agreements in good faith and will honor 
them if approved by the Commission. Reply at 10. Idaho Power argued that "the continuing and 
unchecked requirement for the Company to acquire additional intermittent and other QF 
generation regardless of its need for additional energy or capacity on its system not only 
circumvents the Commission-mandated IRP planning process and creates system reliability and 
operational issues, but it also increases the price its customers must pay for their energy needs 
above the Company’s actual avoided costs." Id at 11. 
Idaho Power’s reply comments explained its internal processing of PURPA power 
purchase agreements. 4 Idaho Power states that, once the proposed draft PPA is in final draft 
form, an internal Sarbanes Oxley (’SOX’) review is required. This review takes approximately 
10 business days and provides confirmation from all necessary divisions within the Company 
that the contract meets all SOX requirements and thus enables Idaho Power to execute the PPA. 
Following the SOX review, three executable copies of the PPA are prepared and sent to the 
project. When signed contracts are returned to Idaho Power by the project, Idaho Power 
schedules a time for the appropriate Idaho Power executive to sign and execute the agreement. 
Id. at 6. "Generally this is accomplished within one to two business days of when the executed 
agreement is received back from the project, but is dependent on the limited availability of the 
required Company executive with the requisite authority to execute contracts containing such 
large monetary obligations as those contained in the typical 20-year PURPA PPA." Id, 
Idaho Power maintains that it began communications with the Projects in February 
2010. The initial project was a single 150 MW project spread across 4,000 acres of land. Id. at 
7. Discussions on the 150 MW project continued until April 2010, when Idaho Power was 
informed that the Projects were now considering a single 65 MW project. Id. In July 2010, the 
Projects informed Idaho Power that it wished to discuss power sales contracts for two single 10 
aMW projects, instead of the larger 65 MW single project. Idaho Power maintains that, during 
negotiations, the Projects objected to certain terms in the PPAs regarding Idaho Power’s security 
deposit requirements. In addition, because the Projects were located off Idaho Power’s system, 
the Company initially required commitments from the Projects regarding the Projects’ ability to 
deliver energy to Idaho Power’s system. Idaho Power later agreed to relax this precondition. In 
The Firm Energy Sales Agreements are also known as Power Purchase Agreements, or "PPAs." 
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its reply, Idaho Power notes that "the Projects have still not entered into a definitive transmission 
service agreement with Bonneville Power Administration (’BPA’) to enable it to deliver energy 
to Idaho Power’s system." Id at 8. 
Idaho Power maintains that on December 2, 2010, the Projects returned "marked-up 
versions of previously sent draft PPAs" to Idaho Power. Id. "These mark-ups were the first time 
Idaho Power was definitively informed of the Projects’ size and configuration." Id. On 
December 9, 2010, the Projects provided Idaho Power with the Projects’ proposed online dates. 
On December 14, 2010, Idaho Power sent an information request to the Projects seeking 
information necessary to finalize the PPAs and on December 15 Idaho Power sent an email to the 
Projects confirming the first energy and commercial operation dates. On December 16, 2010, 
Idaho Power states that it provided the Projects with executable copies of the Agreements. On 
December 20, 2010, the Projects executed the Agreements and returned them to Idaho Power by 
overnight mail. Idaho Power executed the Agreements on December 28, 2010, and filed them 
with the Commission the next day. 
Idaho Power equates the public interest implications of these contracts with those 
contemplated by the Court in Sierra-Mobile cases, including Agricultural Products, and its 
progeny. Idaho Power maintains that the Commission, "may annul, supersede, or reform the 
contracts of the public utilities it regulates in the public interest." Reply at 11 (internal citations 
omitted). 
DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 
The Commission has jurisdiction over Idaho Power, an electric utility, and the issues 
raised in this matter pursuant to the authority and power granted it under Title 61 of the Idaho 
Code and the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA). The Commission has 
authority under PURPA and the implementing regulations of the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) to set avoided cost rates, to order electric utilities to enter into fixed-term 
obligations for the purchase of energy from qualified facilities (QFs) and to implement FERC 
rules. Rosebud Enterprises, Inc., v. Idaho Public Utilities Commission, 128 Idaho 609, 612, 917 
P.2d 766, 769 (1996). 
The Commission has reviewed the record in this case, including the Applications, the 
Firm Energy Sales Agreements, and the comments of Commission Staff, Idaho Power, and 
Wasatch Wind. It is clear from the record that extensive review of PPAs is conducted by both 
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parties prior to signing an agreement. From the Commission’s perspective, a thorough review is 
appropriate and necessary prior to signing Agreements that obligate ratepayers to payments in 
excess of $230 million over the 20-year term of these Agreements. Indeed, the Commission has 
directed the utilities to assist the Commission in its gatekeeper role when reviewing QF 
contracts. 
The primary issue to be determined in these cases is whether the Agreements - which 
utilize the published avoided cost rate - were executed before the eligibility cap for published 
rates was lowered to 100 kW on December 14, 2010, for wind and solar projects. "According to 
the FERC, ’it is up to the States, not [FERC] to determine the specific parameters of individual 
QF power purchase agreements, including the date at which a legally enforceable obligation is 
incurred under State law." Rosebud Enterprises, 128 Idaho at 780-781, 917 P.2d at 623-624, 
citing West Penn Power Co., 71 FERC ¶ 61, 153 (1995). We find that the Agreements were not 
fully executed (signed by both parties) prior to December 14, 2010. More specifically, each 
Firm Energy Sales Agreement states that the "Effective Date" of the Agreement is "The date 
stated in the opening paragraph of this . . . Agreement representing the date upon which this 
[Agreement] was fully executed by both Parties." Agreements ¶ 1.11. The opening paragraph is 
dated "this 28 day of December, 2010." Agreements at 1. It is clear that the Projects signed the 
Agreements on December 20, and Idaho Power signed on December 28, 2010. Id. at 29. Thus, 
on the date the two Agreements became effective, published avoided cost rates were available 
only to wind and solar projects with a design capacity of 100 kW or less. 
The proposed change in the eligibility cap was clearly noticed in our Order No. 
32131 issued on December 3, 2010. As we observed in Order No. 32176: "One need look no 
further than the abundance of firm energy sales agreements filed with the Commission [between 
the notice and December 14] to realize that the parties took the Commission’s notice of its 
effective date seriously." Order No. 32176 at 11. The Commission does not consider a utility 
and its ratepayers obligated until both parties have completed their final reviews and signed the 
agreement. In other words, in order for the 10 aMW eligibility cap to be available to wind and 
solar QFs, the agreement must have been effective prior to December 14, 2010. The Idaho 
Supreme Court has recognized that "a balance must be struck between the local public interest of 
a utility’s electric consumers and the national public interest in development of alternative 
energy sources." Rosebud Enterprises, 128 Idaho at 613, 917 P.2d at 770. We find that it is not 
ORDER NO. 32257 
	 9 
229 of 399
arti s i r to i ing a  ree ent. r  t issi '   
appropriate and ssary si r obli t ratepa er  to payments in 
 $2  f t Ind ed, the Commi sion has 
irected the ilities   t Co  i its gatekee rol when revie i Q
tr t . 
e ri r   i ether the gree ents - which 
  r t - were executed before the eligib lity cap for published 
   "A cording to 
 ' t  States, not [FERC] to determine the specific parameters of individual 
 ,   a legally enforceable obligati  is 
i  r t t  l .'''  t 8 I aho t ,  at 623-624, 
iti  t   ., 1 ~ ,   r t  er  not 
   bot  parties) prior to December 14, 2010. More specifically, each 
r states that the "E fective Date" of the Agreement is "The date 
t openin  paragraph of this . . . Agreement repr senting the date upon w ic  this 
t]  ll  gree ents ~ 1.11. The opening paragraph is 
  Agree ents at 1. It is clear tha  the Project  signed the 
 I er sig e  on Dece ber 28, 2010. . Thus, 
t t t  t o Agreements became e fective, published avoided cost rates were available 
 t  i  and solar projects with a design capacity of 100 kW or less. 
 r ch in the eligibility cap was clearly noticed in our Order No. 
  As we observed in Order No. 32176: "One need look no 
t a ce of fir  energy sales agr ements filed with the Co mission [between 
noti an  Dece ber 14] to realize tha  the parties took the Comm ssion's notice of its 
Order No. 32176 at 1. The Co mission does not consider a utility 
 it  rat li t  til both parties have co plete  their final reviews and signed the 
t. In other words, in order for the 10 aMW eligibility cap to be available to wind and 
t  agree e t must have b en effective prior to December 14, 2010. The Idaho 
ized that "a balance ust be struck betw en the local public interest of 
 utility's electric consumers and the national public int rest in development of alternative 
ergy sources." osebud Enterprises,   We find that it is not 
 . 32257  
in the public interest to allow parties with contracts executed on or after December 14, 2010, to 
avail themselves of an eligibility cap that is no longer applicable. 
The Projects also argue that "[w]hen the published rates change, or become otherwise 
unavailable to a QF before the QF can obtain a contract, the QF is entitled to grandfathered rates 
if it can ’demonstrate that but for the actions of [the utility, the QF] was otherwise entitled to a 
power purchase contract." Comments at 7. However, the published avoided cost rates 
established in Order No. 31025 have not changed. What has changed is the size at which wind 
and solar projects can avail themselves of the published avoided cost rates. Consistent with 
FERC regulations, and as set out in Order No. 32176, published rates are available to wind and 
solar QFs with a design capacity of 100 kW or less. 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(c)(1-2). Wind and 
solar projects larger than 100 kW are still entitled to PURPA contracts at avoided cost rates 
calculated using the IRP Methodology. Because published avoided cost rates remain unchanged 
and only the eligibility size has changed, grandfathering criteria applied to rate changes are not 
applicable here. Regarding the application of a change in the eligibility cap, we adopt a bright 
line rule: a Firm Energy Sales Agreement/Power Purchase Agreement must be executed, i.e., 
signed by both parties to the agreement, prior to the effective date of the change in eligibility 
criteria. 
The Firm Energy Sales Agreements between Idaho Power and the two Projects were 
executed on December 28, 2010. The Agreements recite that each Project will have a maximum 
capacity amount of 21 MW. Under normal and/or average conditions, each project will not 
exceed 10 aMW on a monthly basis. Because the size of each of these wind projects exceeds 
100 kW, they are not eligible to receive published rate contracts. Simply put, the rates contained 
in the Agreements do not comply with Order No. 32176. Therefore, we disapprove the two Firm 
Energy Sales Agreements. 
ORDER 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the December 28, 2010, Firm Energy Sales 
Agreements between Idaho Power and Grouse Creek Wind Park and Grouse Creek Wind Park II 
are disapproved. 
THIS IS A FINAL ORDER. Any person interested in this Order may petition for 
reconsideration within twenty-one (21) days of the service date of this Order. Within seven (7) 
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days after any person has petitioned for reconsideration, any other person may cross-petition for 
reconsideration. See Idaho Code § 61-626. 
DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission at Boise, Idaho this 
day of June 2011. 
MACK A. REDFOD, COMMISSIONER 
àli1thL if?1 
MARSHA H. SMITH, COMMISSIONER 
ATTEST: 
D. Jewell / 
Commission Secretary 
O:IPC-E- 10-6 1 

IPC-E- I 0-62

ks4 
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
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P.O. Box 7218 Boise, ID 83707 - 515 N. 27th St. 8oise, TO 83i9fj fTPS COMMSSON 
June 29, 2011 
Ms. Jean Jewell 
Commission Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 W. Washington 
Boise, ID 83702 
RE: IPC-E-10-61 
Dear Ms. Jewell: 
We are enclosing for filing in the above-referenced docket an original and seven (7) 
copies of the PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC. 
An additional copy is enclosed for you to stamp for our records. 
Sincerely, 
j1LL 
ry M. Adams 
Richardson & O’Leary PLLC 
end. 
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fil  i  t  above-referenced docket an original and seven (7) 
f m      I  
,
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cl
RECEIVED 
Peter J. Richardson (ISB No. 3195) 
Gregory M. Adams (ISB No: 7454) 
Richardson & O’Leary, PLLC 
515 N. 27" Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 938-7901 
Fax: (208) 938-7904 
peter(richardsonando1eary.com  
gregrichardsonando1eary.com  
Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
ZUhI JUN 29 M1 If: OI 
- 
Il , 	  .J 
UTILIT1S COMSS3ON 
BEFORE THE IDAHO 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
II 
IN THE MATTER OF THE 
APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY FOR A DETERMINATION 
REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY 
SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE 
AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK, LLC 
) CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
) 
) PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
) OF GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, 
) LLC 
) 
) 
) 
IN THE MATTER OF THE 
APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY FOR A DETERMINATION 
REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY 
SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE 
AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK II, LLC 
) CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
) 
) PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
) OF GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, 
) LLC 
) 
) 
) 
COME NOW, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC, 
each of which is managed by Wasatch Wind Intermountain (the "Grouse Creek LLCs" or the 
"Petitioners"), and pursuant to Rule 331 of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission’s Rules of 
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) I
) 
PETITION FOR RECONSI
OF GROUSE CREEK I  ,
LL
) 
) 
) 
) I  
) 
PETITION FOR RECO SI
OF GROUSE CREEK I  P
LL
) 
) 
) 
,  r ree  ind Park I, LC, 
f is anage  by Wasatch Wind Inter ountai  (the "Grouse Cr ek LCs" or the 
ti ers"), d rs ant t  l   f t I Pu l tili i 's   
Procedure ("IPUCRP"), hereby file this Joint Petition for Reconsideration of the Commission’s 
Order No. 32257. For the reasons set forth below, the Grouse Creek LLCs respectfully request 
that the Idaho Public Utilities Commission ("Commission") withdraw its previous Order and 
issue a new order approving the Firm Energy Sales Agreements ("FESAs") entered into between 
Petitioners and Idaho Power for each of the two projects as submitted to the Commission. 
I. 
PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
The procedural background and relevant facts, up to the filing of the Petitioners’ 
Comments in the above-captioned matters, are contained in Petitioners’ Comments, supported by 
the Affidavit of Christine Mikell, timely filed with the Commission on March 24, 2011, and the 
Petitioners’ Motion to Set Time for Oral Argument, promptly filed with the Commission in 
response to Idaho Power Company’s Reply Comments on April 7, 2011. Commission Staff 
filed Comments on Mach 24, 2011, and an Answer to Request for Oral Argument on April 21, 
2011. Idaho Power Company filed Reply Comments on March 31, 2011, and an Objection to 
Oral Argument on April 21, 2011. 
The Commission entered its Final Order in this matter on June 8, 2011 (Order No. 
32257).’ In that order, the Commission announced a "bright line rule", to wit: "a Firm Energy 
Sales Agreement/Power Purchase Agreement must be executed, i.e., signed by both parties to the 
The relevant facts for each of these two projects are substantially similar. Pursuant to IPUCRP 
247, the Commission has determined to consolidate the above proceedings for hearing. Petitioners have 
therefore filed a Joint Petition for Reconsideration of Order No. 32257 in each of the above captioned 
cases. 
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agreement, prior to the effective date of the change in eligibility criteria." Order No. 32257, at p. 
10. 
Pursuant to IPUCRP 331, Petitioners hereby timely file this Joint Petition for 
Reconsideration. 
H. 
PETITION 
A. 	 Grounds for Reconsideration 
This Joint Petition for Reconsideration is based upon the following grounds: 
1. Pursuant to 18 CFR Section 292.3 04(d)(2)(ii), a qualifying facility ("QF") is entitled 
to the rates that are in effect on the date the QF incurred a legally enforceable 
obligation to provide energy, and therefore, the Commission’s order is arbitrary and 
capricious and not in conformity with controlling federal law; 
2. The Commission’s "bright line rule" in Order No. 32257 that a FESA is not 
enforceable until it is executed by both parties is not in conformity with controlling 
Idaho case law regarding contract formation; 
3. The Commission’s Order is arbitrary and capricious because the Commission failed 
to apply grandfather rights to the Petitioners’ FESAs consistent with the 
Commission’s prior precedent; and 
4. The Commission’s "bright line rule" is in violation of the rulemaking requirements of 
the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act and is therefore void. 
B. 	 Nature and Quantity of Evidence or Argument Petitioners Will Offer in Support of 
Their Petition for Reconsideration 
1. 	 Pursuant to 18 CFR Section 292. 304(d) (2) (1 i), a QF is entitled to the rates that 
are in effect on the date the QF incurred a legally enforceable obligation to provide energy, and, 
therefore, the Commission’s order is arbitrary and capricious and not in conformity with 
controlling federal law. 
Petitioners will fully brief controlling federal statutes, implementing rules and related 
case law regarding when a qualifying facility is deemed to have incurred a legally enforceable 
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obligation to provide energy pursuant to a FESA or other denominated power purchase 
agreement. The Commission’s Order No. 32257 asserts that the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission ("FERC") has generally left it to states to determine when and how a legally 
enforceable obligation is created for purposes of calculating avoided cost rates. Order No. 
32257, at p.  9 (citing West Penn Power Co., 71 FERC 161,153 (1995)). 
Petitioners willfully brief federal law establishing that, despite West Penn Power, Co., a 
state commission is not free to ignore the requirements of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies 
Act of 1978 or FERC’s regulations providing QFs the right to choose to sell pursuant to a legally 
enforceable obligation, and the right to choose to have rates calculated at the time that obligation 
is incurred . 2 
 The obligation to purchase a QF’s output is created by the QF committing itself to 
sell to an electric utility, which also commits the electric utility to buy from the QF. The 
Commission’s order violates 18 CFR Section 292.304(d)(2)(ii) because, by requiring the QF to 
obtain a bilaterally executed contract to incur a legally enforceable obligation, the Commission’s 
order vests all power to determine the date on which a QF obligates itself in the hands of the 
utility. 
Petitioners will demonstrate with briefing and evidentiary proceedings that they have 
clearly entered into a legally enforceable obligation prior to the effective date of the eligibility 
cap reduction. 
2 	 See, e.g., 16 U.S.C. § 824a-3(aX2); .JD Wind!, LLC, "Notice ofIntent Not to Act and Declaratory Order," 
129 FERC 161,149, ¶1 25-26 , 29(2009); .JD Wind!, LLC, "Order Denying ’Requests for Rehearing, 
Reconsideration, or Clarification, " 130 FERC 161,127, ¶1 23-24(2010). 
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2. The Commission’s "bright line rule" in Order No. 32257 that a FESA is not 
enforceable until it is executed by both parties is erroneous because it is not in conformity with 
controlling Idaho case law regarding contract formation. 
Petitioners willfully brief Idaho case law regarding the law of contract formation in 
Idaho and the enforceability of contracts regardless of whether signed by either party. See, e.g., 
Evco Sound & Electronics, Inc. v. Seaboard Surety Company, 148 Idaho 357, 365, 223 P.3d 740, 
748 (2009) (setting forth the rule that a contract is formed by a meeting of minds manifested by 
offer and acceptance). Petitioners will demonstrate with briefing and evidentiary proceedings 
that they satisfied the requirements of contract formation before the effective date of the 
eligibility cap reduction, despite the lack of bilaterally executed contracts. 
3. The Commission’s Order is arbitrary and capricious because the Commission 
failed to apply grandfather rights to the Petitioners’ FESAs consistent with the Commission’s 
prior precedent. 
Petitioners will fully brief their position that the Commission’s Order No. 32257 is 
arbitrary and capricious for its failure to apply prior Commission precedent establishing 
grandfather tests. The Commission’s Order No. 32257 erroneously purports to create a new 
bright line test for changes in the "eligibility cap," as opposed to tests used for changes in 
"rates." See Order No. 32257, at p.  10. 
As discussed in the Petitioners’ Comments, the Petitioners have satisfied all of the 
Commission’s prior tests for establishing grandfathered rights to previously available avoided 
cost rates, including a prior test used the other time rates became unavailable because the 
Commission reduced the eligibility cap for published rates. See In the Matter ofPetition of 
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Cassia Wind to Determine Exemption Status, Case No. IPC-E-05-35, Order No. 29954, pp. 1-4 
(2006) (finding wind QF entitled to published rates after Commission reduced the eligibility cap 
based on maturity of development of project). 3 Petitioners will demonstrate with briefing and 
evidentiary proceedings that they satisfied the requirements of the Commission’s prior precedent 
before the effective date of the eligibility cap reduction, despite the lack of bilaterally executed 
contracts. 
4. 	 The Commission’s "bright line rule" is in violation of the rulemaking 
requirements of the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act and is therefore void. 
Petitioners willfully brief the rulemaking requirements under the Idaho Administrative 
Procedures Act ("IAPA") as those requirements apply to the Commission and to the facts of this 
proceeding. See, e.g., I.C. § 67-5201 et seq.; Asarco Inc. v. State, 138 Idaho 719, 69 P.3d 139 
(2003); Tomorrow’s Hope, Inc. v. Idaho Dept of Health and Welfare, 124 Idaho 843, 864 P.2d 
1130(1993). The Commission’s Order No. 32257 stated that it did not implement a rate change. 
Order No. 32257, at p.  10. Thus, the IAPA is applicable to the Commission’s non-rate making 
act establishing a new rule. See A. W Brown Co., Inc. v. Idaho Power Co., 121 Idaho 812, 818-
19, 828 P.2d 841, 847-48 (1992). Petitioners will demonstrate with briefing and evidentiary 
See also A.W. Brown Co., Inc. v. Idaho Power Co., 121 Idaho 812, 816-18, 828 P.2d 841,845-47(1992) 
(approving of Commission test that the QF may establish grandfather Tights by filing a meritorious complaint at the 
Commission alleging it is entitled to a contract prior to date rates become unavailable); In the Matter of the 
Application ofIdaho Power Company for Approval of a Firm Energy Sales Agreement with Yellowstone Power 
Company for the Sale and Purchase ofElectric Energy, Case No. IPC-E-l0-22, Order 32104, p.  12 (20 10) 
(approving of grandlinhered rates despite "the apparent lack of any written documentation.. . evidencing that the 
terms of a power purchase agreement were materially complete [before the rate change]"); Earth Power Resources, 
inc. v. Washington Water Power Company, Case No. WWP-E-96-6, Order No. 27231 (1 "7) (finding utility delayed 
negotiations and therefore QF was entitled to grandfathered rate). 
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proceedings that the Commission’s Order No. 32257 violated the Idaho Administrative 
Procedures Act by creating a new rule without following the proper rule-making proceedings. 
III. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
For the foregoing reasons, Petitioners respectfully request the Commission to grant their 
petition for reconsideration of its Order No. 32257 in the above-captioned matters. Pursuant to 
Rule 331.03, Petitioners further request that the Commission reconsider its decision based on 
written briefing submitted by the parties, and evidentiary proceedings. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 29th 
 day of June, 2011. 
RICHARDSON AND O’LEARY, PLLC 
/J4J 
Peter J. Richardson 
Attorney for Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 29" day of June, 2011, a true and correct copy of the within 
and foregoing JOINT PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION was served in the manner shown 
to: 
Ms. Jean Jewell 
Commission Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
P 0 Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0074 
Jean.iewe1lpuc.idaho.gov  
X Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
Facsimile 
Electronic Mail 
Lisa D Nordstrom 
Donovan E Walker 
Idaho Power Company 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707-0070 
lnordstrom@jdahcrnower.com  
dwalker@idahopower.com  
Kristine Sasser 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
POBox 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0074 
kris.sasseipuc.idaho.gov  
Hand Delivery 
. 	 U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
Facsimile 
X Electronic Mail 
Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
Facsimile 
X Electronic Mail 
Peter J. Richardson 
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DONOVAN E. WALKER 
Lead Counsel 
dwalkeridahopower.com  
RE 0 - Ivan 
ZUtJUL- PM t:58 
im 
PERfi 
An IDACORP Company 
July 6, 2011 
VIA HAND DELIVERY 
Jean D. Jewell, Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington Street 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
Re: Case No. IPC-E-10-61 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
FOR A DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM ENERGY SALES 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
Dear Ms. Jewell: 
Enclosed for filing please find an original and seven (7) copies of Idaho Power 
Company’s Answer to Petition for Reconsideration in the above matter. 
Ve truly yours, 
onovan E. Walker 
DEW:csb 
Enclosures 
1221 W. Idaho St. (83702) 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707 
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DONOVAN E. WALKER (ISB No. 5921) 
JASON B. WILLIAMS 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho Street (83702) 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
Telephone: (208) 388-5317 
Facsimile: (208) 388-6936 
dwaIkeridahoower.com  
iwiIliams(didahopower.com  
RECEIVED 
2flIIJUL-6 PM L:58 
Lh_ 
U1?U7S CMISION 
Attorneys for Idaho Power Company 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN IDAHO POWER AND 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN IDAHO POWER AND 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK It, LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S 
ANSWER TO PETITION FOR 
RECONSIDERATION 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S 
ANSWER TO PETITION FOR 
RECONSIDERATION 
Idaho Power Company ("Idaho Power"), in accordance with Idaho Code § 61-626 
and RP 331.05, hereby responds to the Petition filed by Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, 
and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC (collectively "Petitioner") for Reconsideration of 
Commission Order No. 32257 issued on June 8, 2011. 
Petitioner has failed to demonstrate that the Idaho Public Utilities Commission’s 
("Commission’) Order No. 32257 is unreasonable, unlawful, erroneous, or not in 
conformity with the law. RP 331.01. The Commission’s Order No. 32257 is based upon 
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substantial and competent evidence in the record. The Commission regularly pursued 
its authority and was acting within its discretion. Consequently, reconsideration should 
be denied. 
I. BACKGROUND 
The relevant background is recited by the Commission in Order No. 32262, Case 
No. GNR-E-1 1-01. On November 5, 2010, Idaho Power Company, Avista Corporation, 
and PacifiCorp dba Rocky Mountain Power filed a Joint Petition requesting that the 
Commission initiate an investigation to address various avoided cost issues related to 
the Commission’s implementation of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 
("PURPA"). While the Commission pursued its investigation, the utilities also moved the 
Commission to "lower the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap from 10 aMW to 
100 kW [to] be effective immediately. . . ." Id. citing Joint Petition at 7. When a 
Qualified Facility ("QF") project is larger than the eligibility cap set for access to 
published avoided cost rates, the avoided cost rates for the project must be individually 
negotiated by the QF and the utility using the Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP") 
Methodology. Order No. 32176. 
The purpose of utilizing the IRP Methodology for large QF projects is to more 
precisely value the energy being delivered. Id. at 10. The IRP Methodology recognizes 
the individual generation characteristics of each project by assessing when the QF is 
capable of delivering its resources against when the utility is most in need of such 
resources. The resultant pricing is reflective of the value of QF energy to the utility. 
Utilization of the IRP Methodology does not negate the requirement under PURPA that 
the utility purchase the QF energy. 
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On December 3, 2010, the Commission issued Order No. 32131 declining the 
utilities’ motion to immediately reduce the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap from 
10 average megawatts (WW") to 100 kilowatts ("kW"). Order No. 32181 at 5. 
However, the Order did notify parties that the Commission’s decision regarding the 
motion to reduce the published avoided cost eligibility cap for published avoided cost 
eligibility cap would become effective on December 14, 2010. Id. at 5-6, 9. 
Based upon the record in the GNR-E-10-04 case, the Commission subsequently 
found that a "convincing case has been made to temporarily reduce the eligibility cap for 
published avoided cost rates from 10 a MW to 100 kW for wind and solar only while the 
Commission further investigates" other avoided cost issues. Order No. 32176 at 9 
(emphasis original). The Commission also announced its intent to initiate additional 
proceeding to investigate and address the disaggregation of large projects. Id. at 11. 
On reconsideration, the Commission affirmed its decision to temporarily reduce 
the eligibility cap for published avoided cost rates from 10 aMW to 100 kilowatts kW for 
wind and solar projects. Order No. 32212. Thus, the eligibility cap for published 
avoided cost rates for wind and solar OF projects was set at 100 kW effective 
December 14, 2010. 
On June 8, 2011, the Commission issued Order No. 32262, after a full 
evidentiary hearing in Case No. GNR-E-1 1-01, affirming and maintaining the 100 kW 
published rate eligibility cap for wind and solar QFs, and directing further investigation 
into the appropriate avoided cost price. Order No. 32262, p.  9. 
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II. DISCUSSION 
The Contracts Were Not Approved Because the Commission Found Them 
to be Contrary to the Public Interest. 
All PURPA Firm Energy Sales Agreements ("FESA") contain a provision stating, 
"This Agreement shall become finally effective upon the Commission’s approval of all 
terms and provisions hereof without change or condition...." Case No. IPC-E-1 0-61, 
and IPC-E-1 0-62, Application, Attachment No. 1, FESA between Petitioner and Idaho 
Power at p.  27, Article 21. Commission review is not a rubber stamp formality once the 
FESA is signed. It is, and must be, a meaningful review of the terms and conditions, 
reasonableness, and prudency of the contractual relationship and obligations. It must 
be a meaningful review of whether, as a whole, the FESA is in the public interest. 
The Commission, in its role as the regulatory authority for all investor-owned, 
public utilities in the state of Idaho, has an independent obligation and duty to assure 
that all contracts entered into by the public utilities it regulates are ultimately in the 
public interest. In the state of Idaho, contracts are afforded constitutional protection 
against interference from the State. Idaho Const. Art. I, § 16. However, despite this 
constitutional protection, the Commission may annul, supersede, or reform the contracts 
of the public utilities it regulates in the public interest. Agricultural Products Corp. v. 
Utah Power & Light Co., 98 Idaho 23, 29, 557 P.2d 617, 623 (1976) ("Interference with 
private contracts by the state regulation of rates is a valid exercise of the police power, 
and such regulation is not a violation of the constitutional prohibition against impairment 
of contractual obligations."); see also Federal Power Comm’s v. Sierra Pac. Power Co. 
350, U.S. 348, 76 S.Ct. 368, 100 L. Ed. 388 (1956); United Gas Pipe Line Co. v. Mobile 
Gas Service Corp., 350 U.S. 332, 76 S.Ct. 373, 100 L.Ed. 373 (1956) (U.S. Supreme 
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Court finding that rates fixed by contract could be modified only "when necessary in the 
public interest"). The Commission may interfere in such a way with the contracts of a 
public utility only to prevent an adverse affect to the public interest. Agricultural 
Products, 98 Idaho at 29. "Private contracts with utilities are regarded as entered into 
subject to reserved authority of the state to modify the contract in the public interest." 
Id. 
Petitioner has asked for reconsideration of Commission Order No. 32257 which 
disapproved the December 14, 2010, PURPA Firm Energy Sales Agreements ("FESA") 
between Petitioner and Idaho Power. Petitioner and Idaho Power had entered into two 
separate FESAs for wind QF resources of 20 MWs each. The Commission found that it 
was not in the public interest to allow large projects to disaggregate into 10 aMW 
increments in order to qualify for the published avoided cost rate calculated pursuant to 
the Surrogate Avoided Resource methodology. Order No. 32262 p.  8. Case No. GNR-
E-11-01. 
Avoided cost rates are to be just and reasonable to the 
utility’s ratepayers. 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(aXl). PURPA 
entitles Us to a rate equivalent to the utility’s avoided cost, 
a rate that holds utility customers harmless - not a rate at 
which a project may be viable. 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(a)(2). If 
we allow the current trend to continue, customers may be 
forced to pay for resources at an inflated rate and, 
potentially, before the energy is actually needed by the utility 
to serve its customers. This is clearly not in the public 
interest. . . While we recognize the impact that this 
decision will have on small wind and solar projects, it would 
be erroneous, and illegal pursuant to PURPA, for this 
Commission to allow large projects to obtain a rate that is 
not an accurate reflection of the utility’s avoided cost for the 
purchase of the QF generation. Rosebud Enterprises, 128 
Idaho at 623, 917 P.2d at 780, citing Connecticut Light & 
Power Co., 70 F.E.R.C. 161,012(1995). 
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Id. at p. 8 (emphasis added). Additionally, in the present cases, the Commission found 
that the FESAs entered into between Petitioner and Idaho Power were not in the public 
interest. Order No. 32256 p.  8. 
The Idaho Supreme Court has recognized that ’a balance 
must be struck between the local public interest of a utility’s 
electric consumers and the national public interest in 
development of alternative energy sources.’ Rosebud 
Enterprises, 128 Idaho at 613, 917 P.2d at 770. We find 
that it is not in the public interest to allow parties with 
contracts executed on or after December 14, 2010, to avail 
themselves of an eligibility cap that is no longer applicable. 
Order No. 32256 p.  8, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-59, 10-60; Order No. 32254 p.  9, Case Nos. 
IPC-E-10-51 through 10-55; Order No. 32257 p.  9, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61, 10-62 
(emphasis added). 
Idaho Power stated in its Reply Comments for this matter that it executed the 
FESAs in good faith and that if those agreements were approved by the Commission, 
the Company would honor and comply with the requirements therein. Idaho Power 
Reply Comments, p.  10. 
As the Company did with all PURPA contracts that were 
executed subsequent to the filing of the Joint Petition of the 
three Idaho electric utilities in Case No. GNR-E-10-04, Idaho 
Power filed the Projects’ PURPA contracts for review with 
the Commission specifically seeking the Commission’s 
acceptance or rejection of the agreements. Idaho Power 
specifically did not ask for the Commission’s approval, nor 
did the Company specifically ask for the Commission’s 
rejection. Instead, the Company asked for and seeks the 
Commission’s independent review of the agreement. The 
Commission’s independent review of the agreement serves 
several functions including: (1) Commission approval as 
required by the terms of the contract in order for it be 
effective; (2) if accepted by the Commission, the Company 
seeks authorization that all payments for purchases of 
energy under the agreement be allowed as prudently 
incurred expenses for ratemaking purposes; and (3) a 
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Commission determination as to whether such agreement(s) 
is/are in the public interest. 
Id. at p.  9-10. However, Idaho Power also recognized the broader context and 
environment that these agreements were a part of 
As stated in its Application, Idaho Power clearly understands 
its obligation under federal law, FERC regulations, and this 
Commission’s Orders, that it has not been relieved of, to 
enter into power purchase agreements with PURPA QFs. 
As stated in the Joint Petition filing, Idaho Power has 
received a very large amount, in terms of both number of 
projects and volume of MWs, of requests from PURPA OF 
developers in a very short time frame demanding to enter 
into published avoided cost rate PURPA contracts. The 
Company diligently and in good faith processed these 
requests, in the ordinary course of business and on an 
expedited basis, and filed the same for review with this 
Commission, as is its legal obligation. The Company 
executed these contracts in good faith and if those contracts 
are approved by the Commission, will honor and comply with 
the requirements therein. 
However, the request for review of the Projects’ Agreements, 
as well as several other executed PURPA agreements that 
were filed subsequent to the November 5, 2010, Joint 
Petition in Case No. GNR-E-1 0-04, were made with the 
specific reservation of rights and incorporation of the 
averments set forth in that Joint Petition regarding the 
possible negative effects to the both the utility and its 
customers of additional and unfettered PURPA OF 
generation on system reliability, utility operations, the costs 
of incorporating and integrating such a large penetration 
level of PURPA OF generation into the utility’s system, and, 
most importantly, the dramatic increase in costs that must be 
borne by the Company’s customers because of the 
disaggregatlon of large projects into 10 aMW increments and 
the inflated avoided cost rates obtained thereby from the use 
of the Surrogate Avoided Resource methodology. 
Even though Idaho Power was legally obligated to continue 
to negotiate, execute, and submit PURPA OF contracts for 
Commission review containing published rates for projects at 
and below 10 aMW, the Company is also obligated to 
reiterate that the continuing and unchecked requirement for 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S ANSWER TO PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION -7 
248 of 399
is  ion  greement(s) 
 i t  public interest. 
. 9- However, Idaho Power also recogniz the broader context and 
t th t the t   rt f: 
t  i  it  l , r l rl r t nds 
t  i tion  , l  this 
is ion's Orders, that it n t been reliev d of, to 
i po r purch se agr ements with PURPA OFs. 
s st in the Joint Pe tion fili , I Pow has 
ed v ry l r  amount, in terms of both number of 
j ts v l f , t  fr PU
i  very short ti e frame demanding to enter 
to lished avoided cost rate PA contracts. T  
pany iligently and in od th  th  
uests,  or ry urse  ess  o  an 
ited is,  fi  t same for review wit  this 
misSion, as is i leg l obl tion. The Company 
 contr cts in go  f i  if  contr ct  
 pproved by the Co mi sion, will honor and comply with 
i t  t r i
, t t f  t ' re
l   several other executed PURPA agr ements that 
re f led ent  t Nov  5 2010, Joint 
tion  e No. GNR-E-1 , made with the 
ific rvation of r hts incor ion f the 
ents f  i that Joint Pe tion regardin the 
ible ative ef ects to e  t  utili  it  
stomers a diti al an unfettere PURPA OF 
ti syste  reliabil , ity operations, t t  
i ting  i t  uc  a large p netration 
   ti i  util 's ,
t tly, the ra ic increa  t t  
rne  the Compan 's c ers se of the 
ti  f l r j  i  t   
i lat   t i d thereby fr  t e use 
t  r  ethodol y. 
I r  lega ly l t  conti  
t x and submit PURPA  contracts for 
 ing lishe   t 
 b l  aM , t Co  i also obli to 
t t t  conti i  unchecked requirement for 
O 'S ANS ER TO ITION FO  ION -  
the Company to acquire additional intermittent and other QF 
generation regardless of its need for additional energy or 
capacity on its system not only circumvents the Integrated 
Resource Plan (’IRP’) planning process and creates system 
reliability and operational issues, but it also increases the 
price its customers must pay for their energy needs above 
the Company’s actual avoided costs. 
Id. p.  10-11. 
The Company specifically asked the Commission to review Petitioners FESAs in 
this light, "Idaho Power respectfully reiterates its request for the Commission to review 
the Projects’ contracts as to whether they are in the public interest and issue its Order 
either accepting or rejecting the same." Id. p. 13. The Commission gave a very clear 
answer, "We find that that it is not in the public interest to allow parties with contracts 
executed on or after December 14, 2010, to avail themselves of an eligibility cap that is 
no longer applicable." Order No. 32256 p.  8, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-59, 10-60; Order No. 
32254 p. 9, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-51 through 10-55; Order No. 32257 p.  9, Case Nos. 
IPC-E-1 0-61, 10-62. 
Ill. CONCLUSION 
The individual grounds alleged by Petitioner for reconsideration are moot when, 
as was done here, the Commission finds that the contract as a whole is not consistent 
with the public interest. However, should the Commission grant reconsideration, or 
otherwise desire additional authorities and briefing, Idaho Power is prepared to offer the 
same, although the Company believes it to be unnecessary. 
Petitioner has failed to demonstrate that the Commission’s Order No. 32257, or 
any issue decided in that Order, is unreasonable, unlawful, erroneous, or not in 
conformity with the law. RP 331. The Commission’s Order No 32257 is based upon 
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substantial and competent evidence in the record. The Commission regularly pursued 
its authority and was acting within its discretion to protect the public interest. 
Reconsideration should be denied. 
DATED at Boise, Idaho, this 6th 
 day of July 2011. 
VAN E. WALKER 
Attorney for Idaho Power Company 
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Office of the Secretary 
Service Date 
July 27, 2011 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK II, LLC 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
ORDER NO. 32299 
On December 29, 2010, Idaho Power Company filed two Applications each 
requesting acceptance or rejection of a 20-year Firm Energy Sales Agreement ("Agreements") 
between Idaho Power and Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
(collectively "the Projects"). Both projects are located near Lynn, Utah, and managed by 
Wasatch Wind Intermountain, LLC (Wasatch Wind). On February 24, 2011, the Commission 
issued a consolidated Notice of Application and Notice of Modified Procedure for the two 
Applications. Timely comments in response to the Notice of Modified Procedure were filed by 
the Commission Staff and the Projects. On March 31, 2011, Idaho Power filed reply comments. 
On April 7, 2011, Wasatch Wind filed a Motion to Set Time for Oral Argument 
because "the records in these cases are lengthy and Idaho Power appears to interpret the evidence 
different than the Grouse Creek QFs. . . ." Motion at 5. Commission Staff and Idaho Power 
filed objections to the Projects’ Motion. On April 27, 2011, the Commission issued an Order 
denying the Projects’ Motion. The Commission found that "the evidentiary record sufficiently 
reflects the positions of all parties." Order No. 32236 at 2. 
On June 8, 2011, the Commission issued a consolidated final Order disapproving the 
two Agreements. Order No. 32257 at 10. The Commission found that the Agreements "were 
not fully executed (signed by both parties) prior to December 14, 2010" - the date that the 
Commission lowered the eligibility cap for the published avoided cost rate from 10 MW to 100 
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M Thus, the Agreement contained an essential term that was no longer available to the 
Projects. id 
On June 29, 2011, the Projects timely filed a Joint Petition for Reconsideration of the 
Commission’s final Order. The Projects allege that the Commission’s final Order is arbitrary 
and capricious, is not in conformity with controlling federal or Idaho state case law, and is a 
violation of the rulemaking requirements of the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act. 
Idaho Power filed an answer to the Projects’ Petition on July 6, 2011. Idaho Power 
maintains that the Commission’s final Order is based on substantial and competent evidence. 
Idaho Power argues that the Commission was acting within its discretion and, therefore, 
reconsideration should be denied. 
BACKGROUND 
A. The Agreements 
On December 28, 2010, Idaho Power and the two wind projects entered into their 
respective Agreements. Under the terms of the Agreements, each wind project agrees to sell 
electric energy to Idaho Power for a 20-year term using the 10 aMW non-levelized published 
avoided cost rates. Applications at 4. The nameplate rating of each project is 21 MW. Under 
normal and/or average conditions, each QF will not exceed 10 aMW on a monthly basis. Idaho 
Power warrants that the Agreements comport with the terms and conditions of the various 
Commission Orders applicable to PURPA agreements for a wind resource. Id. at 16 citing 
Order Nos. 30415, 30488, 30738 and 31025. 
Each project has selected June 1, 2013, as the Scheduled First Energy Date and 
December 1, 2013, as the Scheduled Operation Date. Applications at 5. Idaho Power asserts 
that various requirements have been placed upon the projects in order for Idaho Power to accept 
the project’s energy deliveries. Idaho Power states that it will monitor each project’s compliance 
with initial and ongoing requirements through the term of the Agreement. The parties have 
agreed to liquidated damage and security provisions of $45 per kW of nameplate capacity. 
Agreements 115.3.2, 5.8.1. 
Idaho Power asserts that it has advised each project of the project’s responsibility to 
work with Idaho Power’s delivery business unit to ensure that sufficient time and resources will 
be available for the delivery unit to construct the interconnection facilities, and transmission 
upgrades if required, in time to allow the projects to achieve their December 1, 2013, Scheduled 
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Operation Date. The Applications state that the projects have been advised that delays in the 
interconnection or transmission process do not constitute excusable delays and if a project fails 
to achieve its Scheduled Operation Date, delay damages will be assessed. Applications at 6. 
The Applications further maintain that each project has acknowledged and accepted the risk 
inherent in proceeding with its Agreement without knowledge of the requirements of 
interconnection and possible transmission upgrades. Id. at 7. 
Idaho Power also states that each project has been made aware of and accepted the 
provisions in the Agreements and Idaho Power’s approved Schedule 72 regarding non-
compensated curtailment or disconnection of the project should certain operating conditions 
develop on Idaho Power’s system. The Applications note that the parties’ intent and 
understanding is that "non-compensated curtailment would be exercised when the generation 
being provided by the Facility in certain operating conditions exceeds or approaches the 
minimum load levels of [Idaho Power’s] system such that it may have a detrimental effect upon 
[Idaho Power’s] ability to manage its thermal, hydro, and other resources in order to meet its 
obligation to reliably serve loads on its system." Id. 
By their own terms, the Agreements will not become effective until the Commission 
has approved all of the terms and conditions and declares that all payments made by Idaho Power 
to each project for purchases of energy will be allowed as prudently incurred expenses for 
ratemaking purposes. Agreements 12 1. 1. 
B. The Utilities’ Joint Petition 
On November 5, 2010, prior to the date that Idaho Power and the Projects entered 
into their Agreement, Idaho Power, Avista Corporation, and PacifiCorp dba Rocky Mountain 
Power filed a Joint Petition requesting that the Commission initiate an investigation to address 
various avoided cost issues related to the Commission’s implementation of PURPA. Case No. 
GNR-E-10-04., On December 3, 2010, the Commission issued Order No. 32131 declining a 
motion made by the utilities to immediately reduce the published avoided cost rate eligibility cap 
from 10 aMW to 100 kW. Order No. 32131 at 5. However, the Order did notify parties that the 
Commission’s decision regarding whether to reduce the published avoided cost eligibility cap 
would become effective on December 14, 2010. Id. at 5-6, 9. 
Section 210 of PURPA generally requires electric utilities to purchase power 
produced by QFs at "avoided cost" rates set by the Commission. "Avoided costs" are those costs 
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which a public utility would otherwise incur for electric power, whether that power was 
purchased from another source or generated by the utility itself." 18 C.F.R. § 292.101 (b)(6). 
Order No. 32176 at 1. Under PURPA regulations issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC), the Commission must "publish" avoided cost rates for small QFs with a 
design capacity of 100 kW or less. Order No. 32176 at 1. However, the Commission has the 
discretion to set eligibility for the published avoided cost rate at a higher capacity amount - 
commonly referred to as the "eligibility cap." 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(c)(l -2). When a QF project 
is larger than the Commission-established eligibility cap the avoided cost rate for the project 
must be individually negotiated by the QF and the utility using the Integrated Resource Plan 
(IRP) Methodology. Order No. 32176. 
The purpose of utilizing the IRP Methodology for large QF projects is to more 
precisely value the energy being delivered. Id. at 10. The IRP Methodology recognizes the 
individual generation characteristics of each project by assessing when the QF is capable of 
delivering its resources against when the utility is most in need of such resources. The resultant 
pricing is reflective of the value of QF energy to the utility. Utilization of the IRP Methodology 
does not negate the requirement under PURPA that the utility purchase the QF energy. 
Based upon the record in the GNR-E-10-04 case, the Commission subsequently 
found that a "convincing case has been made to temporarily reduce the eligibility cap for 
published avoided cost rates from 10 aMW to 100 kW for wind and solar only while the 
Commission further investigates" other avoided cost issues. Order No. 32176 at 9 (emphasis 
original). On reconsideration, the Commission affirmed its decision to temporarily reduce the 
eligibility cap for published avoided cost rates from 10 aMW to 100 kW. Order No. 32212. 
Thus, the eligibility cap for the published avoided cost rate for wind and solar QF projects was 
set at 100 kW effective December 14, 2010. No party appealed from the Orders in Case No, 
GNR-E-1 0-04. 
C. The Prior Final Order in this Case 
On June 8, 2011, the Commission issued Order No. 32257 disapproving the 
Agreements between Idaho Power and each of the wind projects - Grouse Creek Wind Park and 
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Grouse Creek Wind Park II.’ The Commission determined that the Agreements were not fully 
executed (signed by both parties) prior to December 14, 2010, the date upon which the eligibility 
for published avoided cost rates changed from 10 aMW to 100 kW for wind and solar projects. 
Consequently, the Commission found that the rates contained in the Agreements did not comply 
with Order No. 32176 because each of the projects requesting published avoided cost rates are in 
excess of 100 kW. Order No. 32257 at 10. The "old" 10 aMW published rate is available only 
to non-wind and non-solar QFs. 
The Projects signed the Agreements on December 20, 2010, and Idaho Power signed 
on December 28, 2010. The Commission noted that the Agreements contain language regarding 
the effective date. The terms of the Agreements unequivocally state that the "Effective Date" of 
the Agreements is "The date stated in the opening paragraph of this. . . Agreement representing 
the date upon which this [Agreement] was fully executed by both Parties." Agreements 11.10 
(emphasis added). The opening paragraph is dated "this 28 day of December, 2010." We stated 
that "[tjhe Commission does not consider a utility and its ratepayers obligated until both parties 
have completed their final reviews and signed the agreement." Order No. 32257 at 9. We found 
that "a thorough review is appropriate and necessary prior to signing Agreements that obligate 
ratepayers to payments in excess of $230 million" over the 20-year term of the Agreements. Id. 
The Commission established a bright line rule that for a wind or solar QF larger than 100 kW to 
be eligible for published avoided cost rates, a Firm Energy Sales Agreement/Power Purchase 
Agreement must have been executed, i.e., signed by both parties, prior to the December 14, 
2010, effective date of the change in eligibility criteria. Id at 10. The Commission additionally 
found that it was "not in the public interest to allow parties with contracts executed on or after 
December 14, 2010, to avail themselves of an eligibility cap that is no longer applicable." Id. 
PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
On June 29, 2011, the Projects filed a timely Joint Petition for Reconsideration. 
Idaho Code § 61-626. The Projects allege that the Commission’s Order is arbitrary and 
capricious and not in conformity with state or federal law. Specifically, the Projects raise four 
arguments: (1) a QF is entitled to the rates that are in effect on the date the QF incurred a legally 
l 
 The two projects had previously filed consolidated comments maintaining that the "relevant facts for each of these 
two projects are substantially similar." Project Comments at n. I. Consequently, the Commission found it 
reasonable and appropriate to consolidate the cases and issue a consolidated final Order. Order No. 32257 n. 1. 
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enforceable obligation; (2) the Commission’s bright line rule is contrary to controlling Idaho 
case law regarding contract formation; (3) the Commission erroneously failed to apply 
"grandfather tests" to determine the Projects’ eligibility for published rates; and (4) the 
Commission’s bright line rule is in violation of the rulemaking requirements of the Idaho 
Administrative Procedures Act. The Projects request that the Commission reconsider its 
decision and allow "written briefing submitted by the parties, and evidentiary proceedings." 
Reconsideration at 7. 
Idaho Power filed an answer to the Projects’ Petition for Reconsideration. Idaho 
Power states that the Commission’s Order is based on substantial and competent evidence. 
Idaho Power further maintains that the Commission regularly pursued its authority and was 
acting within its discretion in choosing to disapprove the Agreements. Answer at 2. 
Consequently, Idaho Power asks that the Projects’ Petition for Reconsideration be denied. 
ISSUES ON RECONSIDERATION 
A. Legal Standards 
Reconsideration provides an opportunity for a party to bring to the Commission’s 
attention any question previously determined and thereby affords the Commission an opportunity 
to rectify any mistake or omission. Washington Water Power Co. v. Kootenai Environmental 
Alliance, 99 Idaho 875, 879, 591 P.2d 122, 126 (1979). The Commission may grant 
reconsideration by reviewing the existing record, by written briefs, or by evidentiary hearing. 
IDAPA 31.01.01.311.03. If reconsideration is granted, the Commission must complete its 
reconsideration within 13 weeks after the deadline for filing petitions for reconsideration. Idaho 
Code § 61-626(2). 
Consistent with the purpose of reconsideration, the Commission’s Procedural Rules 
require that petitions for reconsideration "set forth specifically the ground or grounds why the 
petitioner contends that the order or any issue decided in the order is unreasonable, unlawful, 
erroneous or not in conformity with the law." Rule 331.01, IDAPA 31.01.01.33 1.01. Rule 331 
further requires that the petitioner provide a "statement of the nature and quantity of evidence or 
argument the petitioner will offer if reconsideration is granted." Id. 
B. Legally Enforceable Obligation - Federal Law 
The Projects argue that, pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(d)(2)(ii), a QF is entitled to 
the rates that are in effect on the date the QF incurred a legally enforceable obligation to provide 
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t  purpos  of reconsideration, the Commi sion's Procedural Rules 
tit f r reconsider ti "set forth specifica ly the ground or grounds why the 
t t the order or any i sue decided in the order is unreasonable, unlawful, 
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a ly Enf rceable Obligation - Federal Law 
r j t  r  that, pursua t t  18 C.F. . § 292.304(d)(2)( i), a QF is entitled to 
t  rat  that are in e fect on the date the QF incurred a legally enforceable obligation to provide 
. 3229  6 
energy. The Projects maintain that the "obligation to purchase a QF’s output is created by the 
QF committing itself to sell to an electric utility, which also commits the electric utility to buy 
from the QF." Reconsideration Petition at 5. Based on this premise, the Projects argue that the 
Commission’s Order is arbitrary and capricious and not in conformity with controlling federal 
law because it requires a utility’s signature to establish a legally enforceable obligation. 
Commission Findings: The Idaho Supreme Court has held that "[t]he 
implementation of PURPA as it relates to cogeneration and small power producers, and the 
regulations promulgated by FERC, have been largely left to the regulatory authorities of the 
individual states." A. W. Brown Company, Inc. v. Idaho Power Company, 121 Idaho 812, 816, 
828 P.2d 841, 845 (1992). "FERC regulations grant the states latitude in implementing the 
regulation of sales and purchases between QFs and electric utilities." Order No. 32262 citing 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission .v. Mississippi, 456 U.S. 742, 102 S.Ct. 2126, 72 
L.Ed.2d 532 (1982). As we stated in our final Order, "[a]ccording to the FERC, ’it is up to the 
States, not [FERC] to determine the specific parameters of individual QF power purchase 
agreements, including the date at which a legally enforceable obligation is incurred under State 
law." Order No. 32254 at 9 citing Rosebud Enterprises v. Idaho PVC, 128 Idaho 609, 623-624, 
917 P.2d 766, 780-781 (1996) citing West Penn Power Co., 71 FERC ¶ 61,153 (1995). 
The premise of the Projects’ argument is correct: QFs have the right to choose to 
have rates calculated at the time that a legally enforceable obligation is incurred. 
Reconsideration at 5. However, this Commission determined that the parties entered into a 
legally enforceable obligation at the time that both parties executed the power purchase 
agreement. We find that, for each of these two projects, a legally enforceable obligation was 
incurred on December 28, 2010. By their very terms the Agreements were not effective until 
December 28, 2010. Agreements ¶ 1.10. On that date, wind projects larger than 100 kW were 
no longer entitled to the 10 MW published avoided cost rate. In determining when the parties 
incurred a legally enforceable obligation, we properly exercised the authority granted us by 
FERC. "For purposes of [FERC] regulations, the critical date is the date on which a legally 
enforceable obligation is incurred, and choosing that date for a specific QF is the responsibility 
of the States, not of[FERC]." West Penn Power Co., 71 FERC 161153, 61495  (1995). 
The Projects cite JD Wind 1, LLC, 129 FERC ¶ 61,148, in support of their 
proposition that a legally enforceable obligation is incurred at the time the QF commits itself to 
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sell to an electric utility. In that case, six separate QFs developed by John Deere Renewables 
petitioned FERC to overturn a Texas PUC decision denying the projects long-term contracts at 
avoided cost rates calculated at the beginning of the contract. The Texas PUC found that wind 
QFs were not entitled to long-term legally enforceable obligations because of the intermittent, or 
non-firm, nature of the resource. FERC concluded that the Texas PUC ’ s Order, limiting the 
award of a legally enforceable obligation to only those QFs that provide firm power, was 
inconsistent with FERC regulations implementing PURPA. JD Wind does not consider or 
analyze when a legally enforceable obligation is incurred under PURPA. The Projects’ effort to 
argue that this case is controlling on the issues of contract formation and timing of a legally 
enforceable obligation is misleading and without merit. 
Nothing cited by the Projects demonstrates that the Commission’s Order is arbitrary 
or capricious or inconsistent with federal law. On the contrary, FERC specifically delegated 
authority to the States to determine when and how a legally enforceable obligation is created. 
We find that a legally enforceable obligation is incurred and a contract is fully executed upon 
obtaining the signature of both parties. This finding is based on substantial and competent 
evidence. The Commission’s finding is also in the public interest and strikes a balance between 
"the local public interest of a utility’s electric consumers and the national public interest in 
development of alternative energy sources." Rosebud Enterprises, 128 Idaho at 613, 917 P.2d at 
770. Allowing a project to avail itself of an eligibility cap (and therefore published rates) that is 
no longer applicable could cause ratepayers to pay more than the utility’s avoided cost which 
"would be in direct violation of PURPA policies." A. W. Brown Company v. Idaho Power 
Company, 121 Idaho 812, 818, 828 P.2d 841, 847 (1992). Based on the foregoing, the Projects’ 
request for reconsideration on this issue is denied. 
C. Bright Line Test - Contrary to Idaho Contract Formation Case Law 
The Projects argue that the Commission’s bright line rule that a firm energy sales 
agreement/power purchase agreement is not enforceable until it is executed by both parties is 
erroneous because it is not in conformity with controlling Idaho case law regarding contract 
formation. Reconsideration at 5. The Projects maintain that the parties satisfied the 
requirements of contract formation before December 14, 2010, despite the lack of Idaho Power’s 
signature. The Projects cite Evco Sound & Electronics, 148 Idaho 357, 365, 223 P.3d 740, 748 
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(2009), for the proposition that contracts can be enforceable "regardless of whether signed by 
either party." Reconsideration at 5. 
Commission Findings: As a threshold matter, we note that a firm energy sales 
agreement/power purchase agreement differs from a standard offer and acceptance contract. 
Unlike standard offer and acceptance contracts, PURPA agreements are subject to review and 
approval by this Commission pursuant to Idaho statutes. Idaho Code §§ 61-502 and 61-503. 
"The Commission, as part of its statutory duties, determines reasonable rates and investigates 
and reviews contracts." A. W. Brown Company v. Idaho Power Company, 121 Idaho 812, 816, 
828 P.2d 841, 845 (1992). Thus, QF power purchase agreements are different from typical or 
standard contracts. Furthermore, the Court’s analysis supports our decision in this case. In Evco 
Sound, the Idaho Supreme Court stated that a meeting of the minds "is evidenced by a 
manifestation of intent to contract which takes the form of an offer and acceptance." Evco Sound 
& Electronics, Inc. v. Seaboard Surely Company, 148 Idaho 357, 365, 223 P.3d 740, 748 (2009) 
(emphasis added). Here we find that Idaho Power did not accept the Projects’ offer to sell power 
until after it completed a final review of the contract terms and conditions and signed the 
Agreement. 
Prior to signing, Idaho Power performs a thorough review of the terms of the 
contract. As we stated in our final Order, a comprehensive review of a power purchase 
agreement is consistent with this Commission’s directive to utilities that they assist the 
Commission in its gatekeeper role when reviewing QF contracts. Order No. 32257 at 9. We find 
that it is reasonable and consistent with the authority granted us under PURPA, and that the 
public interest requires that each party have a full and final review of the contract before signing 
and obligating the utility and its ratepayers to hundreds of millions of dollars in energy payments 
over the 20-year life of the agreement. The Projects were given unrestricted time to adequately 
review the contracts before signing. Idaho Power is obligated to be as diligent in its review prior 
to asking the Commission to commit ratepayer dollars. 
The Projects also argue that their Agreements were effective prior to December 14, 
2010, because of the Projects’ offer to sell their energy to Idaho Power. However, this argument 
has no basis given the very terms of the Agreements themselves. Each Agreement states that the 
"effective date" of the Agreement is represented by the date upon which the Agreement was 
fully executed by both parties. Agreements ¶ 1.10. It is not disputed that December 28, 2010, is 
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the date upon which the Agreements were fully executed by both parties. It is clear and 
unambiguous that the Agreements became effective and a legally enforceable obligation 
occurred when both parties signed the Agreements. 
We also recognize that the Agreements also provide that the Agreement will not 
become effective until the Commission has approved all of the terms and conditions and declares 
that all payments made by Idaho Power to each project for purchases of energy will be allowed 
as prudently incurred expenses for ratemaking purposes. Agreements 121.1 (emphasis added). 
An effective date based on Commission approval of the Agreement has been supported on Idaho 
Supreme Court review. 2 No one has argued that the legally enforceable obligation arises only 
when the Commission has approved the Agreements. Based upon this record, we find that the 
legally enforceable obligation is the date that the parties executed the Agreements and agreed to 
be bound by the terms contained therein. The considerations made by this Commission are 
authorized by PURPA and FERC regulations. The Projects have failed to demonstrate that we 
were not regularly pursuing our authority. Consequently, reconsideration of this issue is denied. 
D. Grandfather Tests 
The Projects next argue that the Commission’s decision to not consider the 
application of grandfathering criteria is arbitrary and capricious. The Projects claim that they 
have "satisfied all of the Commission’s prior tests for establishing grandfathered rights to 
previously available avoided cost rates, including a prior test used the other time rates became 
unavailable because the Commission reduced the eligibility cap for published rates." 
Reconsideration at 5 citing In the Matter of Petition of Cassia Wind to Determine Exemption 
Status, IPC-E-05-35, Order No. 29954. The Projects contend that they satisfied the requirements 
of the Commission’s grandfathering precedent before the effective date of the eligibility cap 
reduction. 
Commission Findings: The Projects’ reliance on Order No. 29954 is misplaced. 
First, the Commission explicitly stated that "we look at the totality of the facts" in assessing 
entitlement to grandfathering status. Order No. 29954 at 2. In these Agreements, the "effective 
date" of each Agreement is after the Commission lowered the eligibility cap for the published 
2 
"Rosebud is not entitled to a lock-in of an avoided cost rate until it has entered into a legally enforceable and 
IPUC approved obligation for the delivery of energy and capacity." Rosebud Enterprises, 128 Idaho at 620, 917 
P.2d at 777 (emphasis added). 
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avoided cost rate to 100 kW. Thus, the parties’ own agreement does not support that use of 
grandfathering. Second, the Idaho Supreme Court has stated that "[c]onferment of grandfathered 
status on [a] qualifying facility is essentially an IPUC finding that a legally enforceable 
obligation to sell power existed by a given date. Such a finding is within the discretion of the 
state regulatory agency." Rosebud Enterprises, 128 Idaho 624, 917 P.2d at 781 (emphasis 
added). In this consolidated case, we found that each of the two projects incurred a legally 
enforceable obligation on December 28, 2010. Thus, there is no occasion to resort to the use of 
grandfathering criteria. Based upon this record, we find that the time Idaho Power took to 
complete its final review of the Agreements was reasonable. This finding is consistent with our 
authority under federal and state law. 
Third, our Supreme Court has noted, "Because regulatory bodies perform legislative 
as well as judicial functions in their proceedings, they are not so rigorously bound by the 
doctrine of stare decisis that they must decide all future cases in the same way as they have 
decided similar cases in the past." Rosebud Enterprises v. Idaho PUC, 128 Idaho 609, 618, 917 
P.2d 766, 775 (1996) citing Intermountain Gas Co. v. Idaho PUC, 97 Idaho 113, 119, 540 P.2d 
775, 781 (1975). "So long as the Commission enters sufficient findings to show that its action is 
not arbitrary and capricious, the Commission can alter its decisions." Washington Water Power 
v. Idaho PUC, 101 Idaho 567, 579, 617 P.2d 1242, 1254 (1980). Therefore, simply because 
grandfathering criteria have been used in consideration of QF eligibility to published rates in the 
past does not mean that this Commission must decide all future QF eligibility cases in the same 
manner. 
The criteria considered in Order No. 29954 for determining project eligibility to 
published avoided cost rates following a change in the eligibility cap are substantially different 
than the grandfathering criteria that these two projects initially presented and argued as precedent 
in their comments. 3 Regardless of whether it is a change in the eligibility cap for access to 
published rates or a change in the rates themselves, the Commission is not bound by prior 
grandfathering treatment decisions so long as our decision is based on substantial and competent 
The Projects initially argued that, "[w]hen the published rates change, or become otherwise unavailable to a QF 
before the QF can obtain a contract, the QF is entitled to grandfathered rates if it can ’demonstrate that ’but for’ the 
actions of [the utility, the QF} was otherwise entitled to a power purchase contract." Comments at 7. The Projects 
also alleged that they satisfied the "pre-filed complaint" test. These criteria have been utilized by this Commission 
for rate changes, not changes in the eligibility cap. 
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evidence in the record and we enter sufficient findings to demonstrate that is the case. In 
contrast to the change in eligibility for published rates in 2005, no criteria were enunciated or 
established by this Commission to determine project eligibility through the use of grandfathering 
for QF agreements executed on or after December 14, 2010. Because the Commission’s decision 
to not utilize grandfathering criteria was not arbitrary and/or capricious, we deny reconsideration 
on this issue. As stated in our final Order, it is adverse to the public interest to allow parties who 
have not executed contracts to avail themselves of an eligibility cap that is no longer in place. Id. 
at 9. Grandfathering contracts that were executed on or after December 14, 2010, and allowing 
them to utilize an eligibility cap that is no longer applicable would be contrary to our 
determination regarding what the public interest requires. This finding is supported by 
substantial and competent evidence in the record and as explained in our orders. 
Moreover, no appeal was taken from the Commission’s Order to lower the eligibility 
cap. Idaho Code § 61-625 prohibits collateral attacks of Commission Orders that are final and 
conclusive. "A different rule would lead to endless consideration of matters previously 
presented to the Commission and confusion about the effectiveness of Commission orders." 
Utah-Idaho Sugar Co. v. Intermountain Gas Co., 100 Idaho 368, 373, 597 P.2d 1028, 1063 
(1979). The Projects are, in essence, collaterally attacking the Commission’s prior Order 
reducing the eligibility cap by arguing that grandfathering criteria should apply. However, no 
party timely appealed the Commission’s decision in that case. Case No. GNR-E-10-04; Order 
Nos. 32176 and 32212. Therefore, the Commission’s decision to lower the eligibility cap from 
10 aMW to 100 kW for wind and solar projects effective December 14, 2010, is a final and 
conclusive Order of the Commission that is not subject to collateral attack. 
E. Rulemaking and the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act 
Finally, the Projects argue that the Commission’s bright line rule is in violation of the 
rulemaking requirements of the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act and is, therefore, void. 
The Projects contend that because the Commission explicitly stated that it was not implementing 
a rate change, the APA is applicable to the Commission’s non-ratemaking act of establishing a 
new rule. Reconsideration at 7 citing A. W. Brown, 121 Idaho 812, 828 P.2d 841. 
’ The Commission outlined criteria that it would consider in determining whether a project was eligible for the 
previous, no longer applicable, eligibility cap for published avoided cost rates, i.e., whether a project would be 
"grandfathered" and permitted to utilize the old eligibility cap. Order No. 29839. 
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Commission Findings: The Projects mischaracterize the nature of the Commission’s 
actions and misconstrue the APA analysis of the Court in A. W. Brown. "The Commission, as 
part of its statutory duties, determines reasonable rates and investigates and reviews contracts." 
A. W. Brown Company v. Idaho Power Company, 121 Idaho 812, 816, 828 P.2d 841, 845 (1992) 
(emphasis added). These duties are legislative, not adjudicative, in nature. The Projects’ attempt 
to void the Commission’s findings and its basis for disapproval of the Agreements by arguing a 
violation of the APA is without merit. The Commission, as an agency of the legislative branch 
of government, exercises delegated legislative powers to make rates. Id Idaho Code § 61-502 
defines "Determination of rates" as 
Whenever the commission, after a hearing had upon its own motion or upon 
complaint, shall find that. . . the rules, regulations, practices, or contracts [by 
any public utility] affecting such rates . . . are unjust, unreasonable, 
discriminatory or preferential, or in any wise in violation of any provision of 
law. . . the commission shall determine the just, reasonable or sufficient rates, 
fares, tolls, rentals, charges, classifications, rules, regulations, practices or 
contracts to be thereafter observed and in force. 
Review of contracts or agreements that contain PURPA rates falls clearly within the 
Commission’s ratesetting, i.e., legislative, function. "The APA specifically does not apply to 
’those in the legislative or judicial branch.’ I.C. § 67-5201." A. W. Brown Company v. Idaho 
Power Company, 121 Idaho 812, 819, 828 P.2d 841, 848 (1992). Therefore, reconsideration of 
this issue is denied. 
CONCLUSION 
The Commission has jurisdiction over Idaho Power, an electric utility, and the issues 
raised in this matter pursuant to the authority and power granted it under Title 61 of the Idaho 
Code and the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA). The Commission has 
authority under PURPA and the implementing regulations of the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) to set avoided cost rates, to order electric utilities to enter into fixed-term 
obligations for the purchase of energy from qualified facilities (QFs) and to implement FERC 
rules. Rosebud Enterprises, Inc. v. Idaho Public Utilities Commission, 128 Idaho 609, 612, 917 
P.2d 766, 769 (1996). 
Although FERC promulgated the general scheme and rules, it left the actual 
implementation of PURPA to the state regulatory authorities. Id., 128 Idaho at 614, 917 P.2d 
771. FERC rules insist that rates for purchases from QFs be just and reasonable to ratepayers, in 
ORDER NO. 32299 	 13 
264 of 399
sion Findings: t f t  o ission'  
t   anal si  of the Court in  rown. 
f it stat t r  duti , deter i  reas l rates and investigates  
  o pany v. Idaho Power Company, 1  
. These duties are legislative, not adjudicati , i  nat r . The Projects' a tempt 
issi ' i f is r f the Agree ents by argui  a 
 The Commission, as an agency of the legislative branch 
 l t  legislati  po ers to make rates. . Idaho Code § 61-502 
f t  a  
r  i ,  it  o  oti  or upon 
t,   ... the rules, regulations, practices, or contracts [by 
y lic ty] ting ch s . . are njust, unreasonable, 
i t r  r tial, r    f r f 
 ..  the co ission sha l deter i e th  j st, reasonable or su ficient rates, 
s, t rentals, charges, cla sifications, rules, regulations, practices or 
 .... 
iew c cts agre ts t t co  P   r  fall clearl withi the 
's tti , legisl t functi "The APA specifically does not apply to 
't se   ti e i i l .' I. . § A. Brown Company v. Idaho 
 o pany, 1  , ,   ,  ). Therefore, reconsi f 
 is denied. 
I  
l t i  utilit ,  t issues 
 t  t  authorit  and po er granted it under Title 61 of the Idaho 
 li tilit  Regulat Polici  ct of 1978 (PURP A). The Co mission has 
it  P and the implementing regulations of the F deral Energy Regulatory 
   r t to order electric utilities to enter into fixed-term 
i s  f ener  fro  qualified facilities (QFs) and to implement FERC 
l s. Rosebud Enter I v. Ida  Public Utiliti  o is i ,  
 , 769 (1996). 
t ough ERC romulgated the general scheme and les,  left the actual 
ti   th  state regulatory authorities.    P.2d 
. FE  rules insist that rates for purchases fro  QFs be just and reasonable to ratepayers, in 
. 
the public interest, and not discriminatory against QFs. 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(a)(1). Notably, 
PURPA and the implementing regulations require only that published/standard avoided cost rates 
be established and made available to QFs with a design capacity of 100 kW or less. 18 C.F.R. § 
292.304(c). When this Commission reduced wind and solar projects’ eligibility to published 
avoided cost rates we unequivocally stated that continuing to allow large wind and solar projects 
access to published avoided cost rates for projects greater than 100 kW was "clearly not in the 
public interest." Order No. 32262. We reaffirmed that determination in the present case by 
finding that "it is not in the public interest to allow parties with contracts executed on or after 
December 14, 2010, to avail themselves of an eligibility cap that is no longer applicable." Order 
No. 32257 at 10. The Projects have failed to demonstrate that the Commission’s findings are 
unreasonable, unlawful, erroneous, or not in conformity with the law. Rule of Procedure 331, 
IDAPA 31.01.01.331.01. 
The Firm Energy Sales Agreements between Idaho Power and the two projects were 
executed on December 28, 2010. The Agreements recite that each project will have a maximum 
capacity amount of 21 MW. Under normal and/or average conditions, each project will not 
exceed 10 aMW on a monthly basis. Because the size of each of these wind projects exceeds 
100 kW, they are not eligible to receive the published avoided cost rate. Nevertheless, the 
Projects are entitled to PURPA contracts with avoided cost rates calculated using the IRP 
Methodology. 
ORDER 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Joint Petition for Reconsideration filed by 
Grouse Creek Wind Park and Grouse Creek Wind Park II is denied. 
THIS IS A FINAL ORDER ON RECONSIDERATION. Any party aggrieved by 
this Order or other final or interlocutory Orders previously issued in this Case Nos. IPC-E- 10-61 
or 10-62 may appeal to the Supreme Court of Idaho pursuant to the Public Utilities Law and the 
Idaho Appellate Rules. See Idaho Code § 61-627. 
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t1 
DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission at Boise, Idaho this 
day of July 2011. 
 
allil~x- axc 
PAUL KWIAM50R , PRESIDENT 
MACK A. REDFORD, COMMISSIONER 
6 J4-40-~ /JJt’tL 
MARSHA H. SMITH, COMMISSIONER 
ATTEST: 
4L4 j3 ’LJJ 
Jn D. JeweiJ 
Cmmission Secretary 
O:IPC-E- I 0-61_IPC-E- I 0-62_ks5 
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September 7, 2011 
Ms. Jean Jewell 
Commission Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 W. Washington 
Boise, ID 83702 
RE: NOTICE OF APPEAL IN CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61 AND IPC-E-10-62 
Dear Ms. Jewell: 
Enclosed please find the NOTICE OF APPEAL for filing in the above-referenced 
dockets. An additional copy is enclosed for you to stamp for our records. 
We are also providing: (1) a check to the Idaho Supreme Court for the appellate filing fee 
of $86.00, and (2) a check to the Idaho Public Utilities Commission in the estimated 
amount of $100.00 for a copy of the agency’s record. 
Please contact me with any questions. 
.. 
Richardson & O’Leary PLLC 
end. 
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An additional copy is enclosed for you to sta p for our records. 
(I) a c ec  t  t e Ida  Supre e ourt for the appe late filing f e 
  c  to t e Idaho Public tilities Co mi sion in the estimated 
$IOO.OO f   f t  agency's recor . 
t t it   questi . 
'rerel~ 
"LJ ..... "''''ry.M. Adams 
'
cl
Peter J. Richardson (ISB No. 3195) 
Gregory M. Adams (ISB No: 7454) 
Richardson & O’Leary, PLLC 
515 N. 27th  Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 938-7901 
Fax: (208) 938-7904 
peter@richardsonandoleary.com  
greg@richardsonandolearv.com  
Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
RECEIVED 
2011 SEP -7 APIlO: 48 
IDAHO Pb; 
UTILITIES COMMISSION 
BEFORE THE IDAHO 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE ) CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER ) 
COMPANY FOR A DETERMINATION ) NOTICE OF APPEAL 
REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY ) 
SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE ) 
AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC ) 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER ) 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK ) 
WIND PARK, LLC 
IN THE MATTER OF THE ) CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER ) 
COMPANY FOR A DETERMINATION ) NOTICE OF APPEAL 
REGARDING THE FIRM ENERGY ) 
SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE SALE ) 
AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC ) 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER ) 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK ) 
WIND PARK II,LLC 
TO: THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, THE PARTIES IN THIS 
MATTER AND THEE RESPECTIVE COUNSEL OF RECORD 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
NOTICE OF APPEAL -1 
268 of 399
'
27t
y
 ~ ind Park, LL  
 i  ar  II,  
  
 I  
    
   
  
   
   
  I  
    
 
  
    
    
  
   
  
 I  
   
  
H  LLC 
) I  
) 
)   
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) I  
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 
11 SEP - M 10
DAHO Pt,6L.;C
I I I ION 
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 m
1 
1. The Appellants, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, 
LLC, appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court from the Idaho Public Utilities Commission’s 
("Commission’s") Final Order No. 32257, and Final Reconsideration Order No. 32299. 
2. Appellants have a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court pursuant to I.C. § 
61-627, and the orders described in paragraph 1 above are appealable orders pursuant to I.C. § 
61-627 and I.A.R. 11(e). 
3. Appellants presently intend to assert the following issues on appeal, although 
Appellants reserve the right to modify and develop these issues as appropriate and/or assert other 
issues on appeal as appropriate: 
a) Whether the Commission’s Orders are arbitrary and capricious and in 
violation of controlling federal law, the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act 
of 1978 ("PURPA") and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 
regulations, because the Commission’s Orders held that a qualifying facility 
("QF") must obtain a bilaterally executed contract with a purchasing utility, in 
determining when Appellants created a legally enforceable obligation for 
purposes of calculating avoided cost rates; 
b) Whether the Commission’s "bright line rule," established in the Orders, that a 
firm energy sales agreement ("FESA") is not enforceable until it is executed 
by both parties is in violation of Idaho case law regarding contract formation; 
C) Whether the Commission’s Orders are arbitrary and capricious, or otherwise 
not in accordance with law, because the Commission failed to apply or 
distinguish its own prior precedent regarding grandfathered entitlement to pre-
existing avoided cost rates to the Appellants’ FESAs; and 
d) Whether the Commission’s "bright line rule," established in the Orders, is in 
violation of the rulemaking requirements of the Idaho Administrative 
Procedures Act and is therefore void. 
4. 	 No order has been entered sealing any portion of the record. 
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5. Appellants are aware of no proceedings in these two cases (IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-
E-10-62) where a reporter was present because the two cases were processed by modified 
procedure pursuant to Commission Rule of Procedure 201 et seq. 
6. Appellants request preparation of a standard agency record on appeal pursuant to 
I.A.R. 28. Appellants also request that the following documents be included in the agency’s 
record pursuant to I.A.R. 28(c): 
Date Description 
4/25/11 The Commission’s Approved Decision Meeting Minutes of the April 25, 2011 
Decision Meeting 
11/8/10 Complaint of Grouse Creek Wind Park LLC, Case No. IPC-E-10-29 
11/8/10 Complaint of Grouse Creek Wind Park II LLC, Case No. IPC-E-l0-30 
11/8/10 to All documents in the Commission’s files relating to stay of proceedings in Case 
present date No. IPC-E-10-29 
11/8/10 to All documents in the Commission’s files relating to stay of proceedings in Case 
present date No. IPC-E-10-30 
Various All Orders and Notices in Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
11/8/10 Joint Petition of Utilities in Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
11/8/10 Answer of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
12/22/10 Comments of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
1/20/11 Reply Comments of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
1/21/11 Motion to Strike of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
2/28/11 Petition for Reconsideration of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers 
Coalition in Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
Various All Orders and Notices in Commission Case No. GNR-E-1 1-01 
3/17/11 Rocky Mountain Power Motions for Clarification and Protective Order in 
Commission Case No. CiNR-E- 11-01 
3/18/11 Answer of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-1 1-01 
4/14/11 Motion to Strike of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-1 1-01 
4/22/11 Reading Rebuttal Testimony of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers 
Coalition in Commission Case No. (iNR-E-1 1-01 
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7. 	 Icertify: 
a) That there is no transcript fee and no reporter on whom to serve this notice 
because Appellant is aware of no transcript available from these matters. 
b) That the estimated fee for preparation of the clerk’s record has been paid. 
c) That the appellate filing fee of $86.00 has been paid to the Secretary of the 
Commission. 
d) That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant 
to I.A.R. 20, and the Attorney General of Idaho pursuant to I.C. § 67-
1401(1). 
DATED THIS 
	 day of September 2011. 
RICHARDSON AND O’LEARY, PLLC 
ByU 
Z2- chardson (ISS No: 3195) 
Gregory M. Adams (ISB No: 7454) 
Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind Park, 
LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
NOTICE OF APPEAL -4 
271 of 399
 certif
 i t   r rt r n ho  to serve this notice 
   f  ri t ailable fro  these ma ters. 
  ti  f  lerk's record has been paid. 
 f .    aid to the Secretary of the 
  n a  n all par  r r   ser ed pursuant 
, an   f  rsuant to I. . § 67-
't" 
C  r 
 4 
'
(1L 
BYJb~~-----------
__ ~. '  B   
) 
 i d ark, 
 i  rk II,  
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 
	 day of September 2011, a true and correct copy 
of the within and foregoing NOTICE OF APPEAL was served in the manner shown to: 
Jean Jewell 
Commission Secretary 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
472 W Washington 
Boise ID 83702 
Kristine Sasser 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
472 W Washington 
Boise ID 83702 
Donovan E. Walker 
Lisa Nordstrom 
Randy Aliphin 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
P0 Box 70 
Boise ID 83707-0070 
X.  Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
Facsimile 
Electronic Mail 
X . Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
Facsimile 
Electronic Mail 
- Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
Facsimile 
Electronic Mail 
Ria0 W, A I I  MA ft 
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_U.S.
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_U.S., 
_ Hand Delivery 
X 
M.Adams 
IDAHO 
	 C.L. "Butch" Otter, Governor 
PUBLIC UTILITIES 
commission 	 P.O. Box 83720, Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
Paul Kjeliander, Commissioner 
Mack A. Redford, Commissioner 
Marsha H. Smith, Commissioner 
September 9, 2011 
RAND-DELIVERED 
Stephen W. Kenyon 
Clerk of the Courts 
451 W. State Street 
Boise, ID 83720-0101 
Re: PUC Clerk’s Certificate of Appeal in Supreme Court Docket No. 
	 -2011 
Dear Mr. Kenyon: 
Enclosed for your information and action is the Clerk’s Certificate of Appeal from the 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission. Also enclosed is the Notice of Appeal filed by 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC on September 7, 
2011 and the $86 filing fee. 
I have also enclosed copies of the two PUC Orders appealed from: Final Order No. 
32257 and Reconsideration Order No. 32299. I anticipate that the Commission will issue 
an Order shortening the title on appeal pursuant to Appellate Rule 6. 
If you have any questions, please contact me at 334-0338. 
Sincerely, 
J4.  Jewel 
Commission Secretary 
Enclosures 
cc: Kristine Sasser, Deputy Attorney General 
Located at 472 West WashiUgton Street, Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 334-O4i2csimiie: (208) 334-3762 
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IN THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING THE FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE 
SALE AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BETWEEN 11)AHO POWER 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC (10-61) AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK LI, LLC (10-62) 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK I & II, LLC, 
Petitioner-Appellant, 
V. 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
Respondent-Respondent on Appeal, 
and 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 
Respondent. 
Supreme Court Docket No. 	 -2011 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission Nos. 
IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62 
Appeal from the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, The Honorable Paul Kjellander 
presiding. 
Case Numbers from Idaho Public Utilities Commission: IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-
10-62 
Order or Judgment Appealed from: Final Order No. 32257 and Final 
Reconsideration Order No. 32299 
Attorneys for Appellant: Peter J. Richardson and Gregory M. Adams, Richardson 
& O’Leary, PLLC, 515 N. 27th 
 Street, Boise, ID 83702 
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Attorneys for Respondent: Kristine Sasser, Deputy Attorney General, and Donald 
L. Howell, II, Lead Deputy Attorney General, Idaho Public Utilities Commission, 
P. 0. Box 83720, Boise, ID 83720-0074 
Appealed by: Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
Appealed against: Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
Notice of Appeal Filed: September 7, 2011 
Amended Notice of Appeal Filed: NA 
Notice of Cross-appeal Filed: NA 
Amended Notice of Cross-appeal Filed: NA 
Appellate Fee Paid: September 7, 2011, $86.00 
Respondent or Cross-Respondent’s Appeal Request for Additional Record Filed: 
NA 
Respondent or Cross-Respondent’s Request for Additional Reporter’s 
Transcript Filed: NA 
Was Court Reporter’s Transcript Requested: No 
Estimated Number of Pages: N/A 
If so, name of each reporter of whom a transcript has been requested as named 
below at the address set out below: N/A 
Dated this 9th  day of September, 2011 
/P?il 
D. Jewell(J 
(SEAL) 	 Secretary of the Public Utilities Commission 
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JEAN JEWELL, COMMISSION SECRETARY 
STATEHOUSE MAIL 
P0 BOX 83720 
BOISE, ID 83720-0074 
r.i’i 	 i4.1’i i 
Clerk of the Courts 
(208) 334-2210 
I I’Y : [i1I.iU i k’] til 
P0. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0101 
sixf  
NOTICE OF APPEAL FILED (C) 
Docket No. 39151-2011 GROUSE CREEK WIND 
	 Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
PARK, LLC v. PUBLIC 
	 #1PC-E-10-61(IPC-E-10-62) 
UTILITIES COMMISSION 
A NOTICE OF APPEAL in the above-entitled matter was filed in this office on 
SEPTEMBER 9, 2011. The DOCKET NUMBER shown above will be used for this appeal 
regardless of eventual Court assignment. 
The CLERK’S RECORD must be filed in this office on or before NOVEMBER 15,2011. 
For the Court: 
Stephen W. Kenyon 
Clerk of the Courts 
09/13/2011 DB 
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JEAN JEWELL, COMMISSION SECRETARY 
STATEHOUSE MAIL 
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CLERK’S CERTIFICATE FILED 
Docket No. 39151-2011 	 GROUSE CREEK WIND Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
PARK, LLC v. PUBLIC 
	
#IPC-E-1 0-61 (IPC-E-1 0-62) 
UTILITIES 
COMMISSION 
Enclosed is a copy of the CLERK’S CERTIFICATE for the above-entitled appeal, which 
was filed in this office on SEPTEMBER 9, 2011. 
Please carefully examine the TITLE and the CERTIFICATE and advise the District Court 
Clerk (or the Agency secretary, if applicable) AND this office of any errors detected on this 
document. 
The TITLE in the CERTIFICATE must appear on all DOCUMENTS filed in this. Court, 
including all BRIEFS. An abbreviated version of the TITLE may be used if it clearly identifies 
the parties to this appeal when the title is extremely long. 
For the Court: 
Stephen W. Kenyon 
Clerk of the Courts 
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IN THE  PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
4$ 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING THE FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE 
SALE AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC (10-61) AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK II, LLC (10-62) 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC, and 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC, 
Petitioners-Appellants, 
V. 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
Respondent-Respondent on Appeal, 
and 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 	 ) 
Respondent. 	 ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Supreme Court Docket No. 3’1/i/-2011 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission Nos. 
IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62 
SEP -92011 
Appeal from the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, The Honorable Paul Kjellander 
presiding. 
Case Numbers from Idaho Public Utilities Commission: IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-
10-62 
Order or Judgment Appealed from: Final Order No. 32257 and Final 
Reconsideration Order No. 32299 
Attorneys for Appellant: Peter J. Richardson and Gregory M. Adams, Richardson 
& O’Leary, PLLC, 515 N. 27th 
 Street, Boise, ID 83702 
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Attorneys for Respondent: Kristine Sasser, Deputy Attorney General, and Donald 
L. Howell, II, Lead Deputy Attorney General, Idaho Public Utilities Commission, 
P. 0. Box 83720, Boise, 11)83720-0074 
Appealed by: Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
Appealed against: Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
Notice of Appeal Filed: September 7, 2011 
Amended Notice of Appeal Filed: NA 
Notice of Cross-appeal Filed: NA 
Amended Notice of Cross-appeal Filed: NA 
Appellate Fee Paid: September 7, 2011, $86.00 
Respondent or Cross-Respondent’s Appeal Request for Additional Record Filed: 
NA 
Respondent or Cross-Respondent’s Request for Additional Reporter’s 
Transcript Filed: NA 
Was Court Reporter’s Transcript Requested: No 
Estimated Number of Pages: N/A 
If so, name of each reporter of whom a transcript has been requested as named 
below at the address set out below: N/A 
Dated this 9th  day of September, 2011 
Jet D. JewelK] 
(SEAL) 	 Secretary of the Public Utilities Commission 
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DONOVAN E. WALKER (ISB No. 5921) 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho Street (83702) 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
Telephone: (208) 388-5317 
Facsimile: (208) 388-6936 
dwalkeridahopower.com  
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Attorney for Respondent Idaho Power Company 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING THE 
FIRM ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT FOR 
THE SALE AND PURCHASE OF 
ELECTRIC ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO 
POWER COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK, LLC (10-61) AND GROUSE 
CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC (10-62) 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC, and 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC, 
Petitioners-Appellants, 
LIPM 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
Respondent-Respondents on Appeal, 
and 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 
Respondent. 
Supreme Court Docket No. 39151-2011 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission Nos. 
IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S 
PETITION TO INTERVENE AS A 
PARTY TO THE APPEAL 
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 Y'  ETITION TO INTERVENE AS A PARTY TO THE A PEAL - 1 
Respondent, Idaho Power Company ("Idaho Power"), by and through its counsel of 
record, Donovan E. Walker, and pursuant to I.A.R. 7.1, hereby petitions the Supreme Court of 
Idaho for leave to intervene as a party to the above-referenced appeal, and that Idaho Power be 
designated a party to this appeal and proceedings for all purposes under the Idaho Appellate 
Rules. 
I.A.R. 6 states, "In an appeal from a decision or order of the Idaho Public Utilities 
commission filed by an intervenor in the original proceedings, the petitioner or applicant in the 
original proceedings shall be made a party to the appeal, and designated as a ’respondent’." In 
addition, I.A.R. 7.1 provides that: 
Any person or entity who is a real party in interest to an appeal or 
proceeding governed by these rules or whose interest would be 
affected by the outcome of an appeal or proceeding under these 
rules may file a verified petition with the Supreme Court asking for 
leave to intervene as a party to the appeal or proceeding. 
Petitioners-Appellants in the proceeding have filed a Notice of Appeal from the Idaho 
Public Utilities Commission’s ("IPUC") Final Order No. 32257 and Final Reconsideration Order 
No. 32299 in the above-captioned cases. Idaho Power is the applicant for both of these cases in 
the original proceedings before the IPUC. Each of these cases at the IPUC was initiated by 
applications filed by Idaho Power asking the IPUC to review and either approve or reject power 
sales agreements between Idaho Power and the Appellants. In its final orders, the IPUC did not 
approve the contracts, and thus by the contracts’ terms, they did not become effective. 
Idaho Power is a party to each of the contracts that are the subject matter of the original 
proceedings, as well as of this appeal. Idaho Power is the original applicant for each of these 
matters in the original proceedings. Idaho Power is a real party in interest to this appeal. Idaho 
Power’s interests will be affected by the outcome of this appeal. Consequently, Idaho Power 
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respectfully requests that it either be named and designated as a Respondent on Appeal pursuant 
to I.A.R. 6 or that it be granted leave to intervene as a party on appeal and designated as a 
Respondent on Appeal pursuant to I.A.R. 7.1. 
Respectfully submitted this 6 6’ day of October 2011. 
DONOVAN E. WALKER 
Attorney for Idaho Power Company 
VERIFICATION 
STATE OF IDAHO 
	 ) 
) ss. 
County of ADA 
	 ) 
DONOVAN E. WALKER, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says: 
I am the attorney of record for Idaho Power Company. I have read the above and 
foregoing Petition, know and understand the contents thereof, and state that the facts set forth 
herein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief. 
NO VAN E. WALKER 
Attorney for Idaho Power Company 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 6th  day of October 2011. 
~*S 
Notary Public for Idaho 
Residing at: Us 	
My commission expires: (DZ 0:4  2-0 1  
re 0? 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 6th 
 day of October 2011 served a true and correct copy 
of IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S PET1TON TO INTERVENE AS A PARTY TO THE 
APPEAL upon the following named parties by the method indicated below, and addressed to the 
following: 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
Jean D. Jewell, Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington Street (83702) 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
Donald H. Howell, II 
Kristine A. Sasser 
Deputy Attorney Generals 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington (83702) 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
Lawrence G. Wasden, Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0010 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
Peter J. Richardson 
Gregory M. Adams 
Richardson & O’Leary, PLLC 
515 North 27th 
 Street (83702) 
P.O. Box 7218 
Boise, Idaho 83707  
X Hand Delivered 
U.S. Mail 
Overnight Mail 
FAX 
X Email jean.iewell(puc.idaho.gov  
X Hand Delivered 
U.S. Mail 
Overnight Mail 
FAX 
X Email kris.sasser@puc.idaho.gov  
don.howell(puc.idaho.gov  
Hand Delivered 
X U.S.Mail 
Overnight Mail 
FAX 
X Email janet.carter@ag.idaho.gov  
Hand Delivered 
X U.S.Mail 
- Overnight Mail 
FAX 
X Email peter(richardsonandoleary.com  
greg(richardsonandoleary.com  
Donovan B. Walker 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
OF PROPOSED AGENCY RECORD ON APPEAL 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE THIS _1 ith 	 DAY OF OCTOBER 
2011, SERVED THE FOREGOING PROPOSED AGENCY RECORD ON APPEAL, IN 
SUPREME COURT DOCKET NO. 39151-2011, BY HAND DELIVERING A COPY 
THEREOF TO THE FOLLOWING: 
Peter J. Richardson 
Gregory M. Adams 
Richardson and O’Leary, PLLC 
515 N. 27th 
 Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
Attorneys for Petitioner-Appellant 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, II, LLC 
Donovan E. Walker 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho (83702) 
P. 0. Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707 
Attorney for Respondent 
Idaho Power Company 
Kristine Sasser 
Deputy Attorney General 
Donald L. Howell, II 
Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
P. 0. Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0074 
Attorneys for Respondent-Respondent on Appeal 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
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KRIST!NE A. SASSER 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
P0 BOX 83720 
BOISE, ID 83720-0074 
(208),334-0357 
IDAHO BAR NO. 6618 
Attorney for the Respondent on Appeal, 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING I  A FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER AND GROUSE 
CREEK WIND PARK, LLC (10-61) AND 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK H, LLC (10-
62). 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC, and 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC, 
Petitioners-Appellants, 
V. 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
) 
and 	 ) 
) 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 
	 ) 
) 
Respondents-Respondents on Appeal. 
	 ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
STIPULATED MOTION TO SUSPEND 
APPEAL AND REMAND TO THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY 
SUPREME COURT 
DOCKET NO. 39151-2011 
STIPULATED MOTION TO 
SUSPEND APPEAL AND 
REMAND TO THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY 
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COMES NOW Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
(collectively "Grouse Creek"), the Idaho Public Utilities Commission (’PUC"), and Idaho Power 
Company ("Idaho Power") (collectively referred to as the "Parties") through their respective 
counsels of record to request that the Court suspend the appeal in the above-captioned matter and 
remand this matter to the PUC pursuant to Appellate Rules 13.2 and 13.3. As outlined in greater 
detail below, the Parties maintain there is good cause for the Court to grant this Motion in order 
for the Parties to consider a recent decision issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission ("FERC") regarding the subject matter of the appeal. 
BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF SUSPENSION AND REMAND 
A. Background 
On July 27, 2011, the PUC issued its final Order on reconsideration No. 32299 
affirming its prior decision not to approve two Firm Energy Sales Agreements ("Agreements") 
entered into between Grouse Creek and Idaho Power pursuant to the Public Utility Regulatory 
Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA)’ and Idaho Code § 61-307. On September 7, 2011, Grouse Creek 
filed its Notice of Appeal in this case. The PUC’s decision is the primary subject of the appeal. 
On October 4, 2011, FERC issued an Order concluding that a PUC order in a 
similarly situated case 2 
 was inconsistent with PURPA and FERC’s regulations implementing 
PURPA. Notice of Intent Not to Act and Declaratory Order, 137 FERC 161,006 (Oct. 4, 2011). 
Given FERC’s recent Order, the Parties believe that it is appropriate for the appeal in this case to 
16 U.S.C. * 824a-3. 
2 Order No. 32386 (Case Nos. PAC-13-1 1-01 through 1 I-OS). On October 24, 2011, the Parties in Docket No. 
39134-2011 also tiled a Stipulated Motion to Suspend Appeal and Remand to the Administrative Agency. The 
Stipulated Motion in the 39134 appeal is pending and based upon the same FERC Order mentioned in this Motion in 
the 39151 appeal. 
STIPULATED MOTION TO SUSPEND 
APPEAL AND REMAND TO THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY 
	 2 	 - 
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be suspended: (1) to allow the PUC to reconsider its Order in this case in light of the FERC 
Order; and (2) to provide the Parties with an opportunity to discuss the possibility of settling the 
appeal. 
B. Suspension and Remand to the PUC 
Idaho Appellate Rule 13(e) provides that unless stayed, the Public Utilities 
Commission "shall have continued jurisdiction of the matter and the parties consistent with the 
provisions of applicable statutes. . . ." I.A.R. 13(e). In addition, Idaho Code § 61-624 provides 
that the PUC "may at any time, upon notice to the public utility affected, and after opportunity to 
be heard. . rescind, alter or amend any order or decision made by it." In this Stipulated Motion, 
the Parties are requesting that the appeal be temporarily suspended and the case remanded to the 
PUC. I.A.R. 13.3. 
Granting the Motion will allow the underlying parties in the PUC case to review the 
recent FERC Order and its effects on the PUC’s Orders on appeal. The suspension and remand 
will also provide the Parties with an opportunity to settle the appeal, thereby conserving party 
and judicial resources. 
In considering a suspension on appeal, the Parties must disclose the duration of the 
requested suspension. I.A.R. 13.2. The Parties request that the appeal be suspended for 
approximately 120 days. The Parties assert that this amount of time will provide sufficient 
opportunity to address how the FERC Order affects the PUC’s prior Orders that are the subject 
of this appeal. 
PRAYER 
In summary, the Parties respectfiilly request that the Court grant the Stipulated 
Motion to suspend the appeal and remand the case to the PUC. Moreover, suspending the appeal 
STIPULATED MOTION TO SUSPEND 
APPEAL AND REMAND TO THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY 
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will conserve judicial resources. Consequently, there is good cause for the Court to suspend the 
appeal and remand this matter to the PUC until the PUC has completed its review on remand or 
until March 15, 2012, pursuant to I.A.R. 13.2 and 13.3. 
CERTIFICATE OF UNCONTESTED MOTION 
The undersigned does hereby certify that she has contacted counsel for all parties and 
is authorized to represent that all parties join in the Stipulated Motion. 
RESPECTFULLY submitted on behalf of the Parties this 	 day of November 
2011. 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
2. 
istine A. Sasser 
Deputy Attorney General 
O:Supreme Court

WC-E-10-61-62

Stipulated Motion to Suspend Appeal 
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i l conserve judicial resources. Consequently, th re is good cause for the Court to suspend the 
appeal and remand this mattel' to the PUC until the PUC has completed its r view on remand or 
until arch 15, 2012, pursuant to I.A.R. 13.2 and 13.3. 
I I  F  I  
 undersigned does hereby certify that she has contacted counsel for all parties and 
i  t ri  to represent that a l parties join in the Stipulated Motion. 
  submi ted on behalf of the Parties this t./Lt-I  of November 
2011. 
I  
: r  ourUPC.E.IO·61.62_Stipulated otion to Suspend ppeal 
STIPULATED TION TO S SPE  
APPEAL AND E ND   
AD INISTRATIVE E C  4 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE THIS 4" DAY OF NOVEMBER 2011, 
SERVED THE FOREGOING STIPULATED MOTION TO SUSPEND APPEAL AND 
REMAND TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY, IN SUPREME COURT DOCKET NO. 
39134-2011, BY B-MAILING A COPY THEREOF TO THE FOLLOWING: 
DONOVAN B. WALKER 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
P0 BOX 70 
BOISE ID 83707-0070 
E-MAIL: dwalker@idahopower.com 
 
PETER J RICHARDSON 
GREG ADAMS 
RICHARDSON & O’LEARY PLLC 
515 N. 27TH  STREET 
BOISE ID 83702 
E-MAIL: peter@richardsonandoleary.com  
gregfirichardsonandoleary.com  
&"cs1Rt~  
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I OF SERVICE 
I HERE CERTI TH  I HAVE THIS 4th  OF ER 20 1, 
 THE FOREGOING STIPULATED MOTION TO SUSPEND A PEAL AND 
D TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY, IN SUPREME COURT DOCKET NO. 
BY E-MAILING A COPY THEREOF TO THE FOLLOWING: 
 E.  
I  P  P  
O BOX 70 
I  ID 83707- 070 
- I : dwalker idahopower.co  
 J I  
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 . 27TH  
I  I  83702 
peter richardsonandoleary.com 
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DECISION MEMORANDUM 
TO: 	 COMMISSIONER KJELLANDER 
COMMISSIONER REDFORD 
COMMISSIONER SMITH 
COMMISSION SECRETARY 
COMMISSION STAFF 
FROM: 	 KRISTINE SASSER 
DATE: 	 DECEMBER 28, 2011 
SUBJECT: GROUSE CREEK WIND PARKS V. IPUC AND IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY; IPUC CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61 AND 10-62 (SUPREME 
COURT DOCKET NO. 39151-2011). 
On July 27, 2011, the Commission issued a Final Order on Reconsideration affirming 
its prior decision to not approve two Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs or Agreements) entered 
into between the Grouse Creek projects and Idaho Power pursuant to the federal Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA). Order No. 32299. Based upon the express terms of 
the Agreements, the Commission found that the PPAs were not effective prior to December 14, 
2010 - the date on which the eligibility for PURPA published avoided cost rates in Idaho 
changed from 10 average megawatts (aMW) to 100 kilowatts (kW) for wind and solar qualifying 
facilities (QFs). Because each of the PPAs requested published avoided cost rates but the 
projects were in excess of 100 kW, the Commission found that the published rate was no longer 
available to the projects. 
On September 7, 2011, the Grouse Creek projects appealed the Commission’s Order 
to the Idaho Supreme Court. On October 4, 2011, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) issued an Order in a similarly situated case that the IPUC’ s decision to not approve the 
PPAs was inconsistent with PURPA and FERC’s regulations implementing PURPA. Notice of 
Intent Not to Act and Declaratory Order, 137 FERC ¶ 61,006 (Oct. 4, 2011). On November 3, 
2011, in response to FERC’s Order, the Grouse Creek Projects, the Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission and Idaho Power Company (collectively "the Parties") filed a Stipulated Motion to 
Suspend Appeal and Remand to the Administrative Agency with the Idaho Supreme Court. The 
Parties maintained that there "is good cause for the Court to grant this Motion in order for the 
Parties to consider a recent decision issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
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ECISION ME ORANDUM 
: ISSIONER KJELLANDER 
ISSIONER REDFORD 
ISSIONER SMITH 
ISSION SECRETARY 
ISSION STA F 
:  SE  
T : E BER 28, 20 1 
ECT: SE  D P S IPUC AND IDAHO POWER 
PANY;  C NOS. IPC-E-10-61 AND 10-62 (SUPREME 
 CKET NO. - 11). 
l  7, 1, the Commi sion issued a Final Order on Reconsideration affirming 
 isi n to not a prove two Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs or Agre ments) entered 
r  proje t  and Idaho Power pursuant to the federal Public Ut lity 
 li i s t  ). rder . 32 . Based upon the expre s terms of 
f t t the PP s were not e fective prior to December 14, 
 the date on which th  el g bility for PURP A published avoi ed cost rates in Idaho 
10 average megawatts (aMW) to 100 kilowatts (kW) for wind and solar qualifying 
ilities Fs). Because each of the PAs requested published avoided cost rates but the 
t     t i f t t lis  rat  as no longer 
available to the projects. 
 2 r r  r j ts appealed the Commi sion's Order 
   On October 4,2011, the Federal Energy Regulatory Co mi sion 
( ) iss ed    it t t t  IPUC'  t
s as i t t it    '  ti s ti  . tice  
I t t t t  , 37 FERC , 61,006 ( ct. 4, 1). n ove ber 3, 
011,  se FERC'  Order, the Grouse Cr ek Projects, the Idaho Public Utilities 
o ission and Idaho Po er a  ( llectively "the rti )  
uspend Appeal and Re and to the d inistrative Agency with the Idaho upre e ourt. 
Parties aintained that there "is  se r   ti i  order for the 
Parties to   recent decision issued by the F deral Energy Regulatory Comm ssion 
ECISI   
("FERC") regarding the subject matter of the appeal." Motion at 2. The Court granted the 
Parties Motion on November 22, 2011. 
The Parties met informally on December 9 and December 22, 2011, to discuss the 
possibility of settlement and to outline a procedural schedule for the case on remand. Grouse 
Creek indicated that it adequately addressed the issue of legally enforceable obligation in its 
initial filings and on reconsideration. Consequently, the Parties agreed that it would be 
appropriate for Idaho Power and Staff to file initial briefs in response to Grouse Creek’s prior 
assertions - giving Grouse Creek the final opportunity to reply. 
Based on discussion and agreement between the parties, Staff proposes that the 
Commission adopt the following briefing schedule: 
February 6, 2012 
	 Idaho Power and Staff initial legal briefing 
February 27, 2012 	 Grouse Creek reply briefing 
The Parties also request that the Commission grant an opportunity for oral argument on the issue 
of when a legally enforceable obligation was created to be held: 
March 7, 2012 	 Oral argument 
COMMISSION DECISION 
1. Does the Commission wish to adopt the briefing schedule as proposed? 
2. Does the Commission wish to grant the Parties request for oral argument? 
p. &aaa 
KxistirftA. Sasser 
Deputy Attorney General 
M:IPC-E-1O-61_IPC-E- I 0-62_ks2 
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DECISI   2 
Office of the Secretary 
Service Date 
January 5, 2012 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
DETERMINATION REGARDING THE FIRM 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE 
SALE AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC (10-61) AND GROUSE CREEK 
WIND PARK II, LLC (10-62). 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC, and 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK LI, LLC, 
Petitioners/Appellants, 
V . 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
Respondent, Respondent on Appeal, 
and 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 
Respondent-Intervenor/Respondent 
on Appeal. 
SUPREME COURT 
DOCKET NO. 39151-2011 
IPUC CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61 
IPC-E-1 0-62 
NOTICE OF SCHEDULING 
NOTICE OF ORAL ARGUMENT 
ORDER NO. 32430 
On July 27, 2011, the Commission issued a Final Order on Reconsideration affirming 
its prior decision to not approve two Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs or Agreements) entered 
into between the Grouse Creek projects and Idaho Power pursuant to the federal Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA). Order No. 32299. Based upon the express terms of 
the Agreements, the Commission found that the PPAs were not effective prior to December 14, 
2010 - the date on which the eligibility for PURPA published avoided cost rates in Idaho 
changed from 10 average megawatts (aMW) to 100 kilowatts (kW) for wind and solar qualifying 
facilities (QFs). Because each of the PPAs requested published avoided cost rates but the 
NOTICE OF SCHEDULING 
NOTICE OF ORAL ARGUMENT 
ORDER NO. 32430 
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projects were in excess of 100 kW, the Commission found that the published rates were no 
longer available to the projects. 
On September 7, 2011, the Grouse Creek projects appealed the Commission’s Order 
to the Idaho Supreme Court. On October 4, 2011, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) issued an Order in a similarly situated case that the IPUC’s decision to not approve the 
PPAs was inconsistent with PURPA and FERC’s regulations implementing PURPA. Notice of 
Intent Not to Act and Declaratory Order, 137 FERC 161,006 (Oct. 4, 2011). On November 3, 
2011, in response to FERC’s Order, the Grouse Creek Projects, the Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission and Idaho Power Company (collectively "the Parties") filed a Stipulated Motion to 
Suspend Appeal and Remand to the Administrative Agency with the Idaho Supreme Court. The 
Parties maintained that there "is good cause for the Court to grant this Motion in order for the 
Parties to consider a recent decision issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
("FERC") regarding the subject matter of the appeal." Motion at 2. Moreover, Idaho Code § 61-
624 provides that the Commission "may at any time, upon notice to the public utility affected, 
and after opportunity to be heard. . ., rescind, alter or amend any order or decision made by it." 
The Court granted the Parties’ Motion on November 22, 2011. 
As indicated in the Stipulated Motion, the Parties request that they be permitted an 
opportunity to engage in settlement negotiations. Consistent with procedural Rule 352, Staff is 
authorized to participate in the settlement negotiations and the settlement negotiations are 
confidential unless all Parties agree to the contrary. Given the agreement among the Parties, we 
find that settlement discussions are reasonable and in the public interest. The Commission 
invites settlement of the entire appeal pursuant to Rule 353. The Parties have already convened 
settlement discussions on December 9, 2011, and December 22, 2011. We encourage the Parties 
to continue to actively participate in settlement negotiations. 
The Commission also finds that it is appropriate to grant a further rehearing so that 
the Commission may reconsider its Order No. 32299 issued July 27, 2011. Idaho Code § 61-
624; Rule 332; Consumers’ Company v. Idaho PUC, 40 Idaho 772, 236 P. 732 (1925); Order No. 
29491. Consequently, the Commission finds it is appropriate to issue this Scheduling Order. 
NOTICE OF SCHEDULING 
NOTICE OF ORAL ARGUMENT 
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NOTICE OF SCHEDULING 
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that, if the parties are unable to reach settlement in 
this matter, the Commission adopts the following procedural schedule to determine 
whether/when a "legally enforceable obligation" arose: 
February 6, 2012 	 Idaho Power and Staff initial legal briefing 
February 27, 2012 	 Grouse Creek reply briefing 
March 7, 2012 
	
Oral argument 
NOTICE OF ORAL ARGUMENT 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that the Commission will convene a hearing for 
oral argument in this case on WEDNESDAY, MARCH 7, 2012, AT 9:30 A.M. IN THE 
COMMISSION HEARING ROOM, 472 WEST WASHINGTON STREET, BOISE, 
IDAHO. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that all hearings will be conducted pursuant to the 
Commission’s Rules of Procedure. IDAPA 31.01.01.000, et seq. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that all hearings and oral arguments in this matter 
will be held in facilities meeting the accessibility requirements of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). Persons needing the help of a sign language interpreter or other 
assistance in order to participate in or to understand testimony and argument at a public hearing 
may ask the Commission to provide a sign language interpreter or other assistance at the hearing. 
The request for assistance must be received at least five (5) working days before the hearing by 
contacting the Commission Secretary at: 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
P0 BOX 83720 
BOISE, IDAHO 83720-0074 
(208) 334-0338 (Telephone) 
(208) 334-3762 (FAX) 
E-Mail: secretary(dpuc.idaho.gov  
ORDER 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Parties continue to engage in settlement 
negotiations. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, absent settlement, the Parties comply with the 
procedural schedule as set out in the body of this Order. 
NOTICE OF SCHEDULING 
NOTICE OF ORAL ARGUMENT 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that an oral argument be held on Wednesday, March 7, 
2012, at 9:30 a.m. in the Commission Hearing Room. 
DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission at Boise, Idaho this 
day of January 2012. 
PAUL KJVLANDER, PRESIDENT- 
MACK A. REDFOk, 
V 
 MMIS§IONET  
QARSHA H.SMITH, COMMISSIONER 
ATTEST: 
JEAn D. Jew 
Commission Secretary 
0:IPC-E-10-61_IPC-E- I 0-62ks6 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that an or l argument be held on Wednesday, March 7, 
2012, at 9:30 a.m. in the Co mission Hearing Room. 
DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Co mission at Boise, Idaho this 
day of January 2012. 
ATTEST: 
O:IPC-E-IO-61_IPC-E-IO-62_ks6 
NOTICE OF SCHEDULING 
NOTICE OF ORAL AR E T 
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4 : 34  
DONOVAN E. WALKER 
Lead Counsel 
dwalkerldahoDower.com  
February 6, 2012 
VIA HAND DELIVERY 
Jean D. Jewell, Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Re: Case No. IPC-E-10-61 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
FOR A DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM ENERGY SALES 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN IDAHO POWER AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC 
Dear Ms. Jewell: 
Enclosed for filing please find an original and seven (7) copies each of Idaho 
Power Company’s Memorandum on Remand and the Affidavit of Randy Allphin in 
Support of Idaho Power Company’s Memorandum on Remand in the above matter. 
Very truly yours, 
ovan E. ~Walker 
DEW:csb 
Enclosures 
1221 W. Idaho St. (83702) 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707 
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DONOVAN E. WALKER (ISB No. 5921) 
JASON B. WILLIAMS (ISB No. 8718) 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho Street (83702) 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
Telephone: (208) 388-5317 
Facsimile: (208) 388-6936 
dwaIkertidahopower.corn 
lwilIiamsidahopower.com  
RECEIVED 
2III2FEB-6 PM 4: 34 
IDAHO PU-
UTILITIES COMMISSION 
Attorneys for Idaho Power Company 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION ) 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A ) 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM ) 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT ) 
BETWEEN IDAHO POWER AND 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC 
	 ) 
) 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION ) 
OF IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A ) 
DETERMINATION REGARDING A FIRM ) 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT 
	 ) 
BETWEEN IDAHO POWER AND 
	 ) 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC 
	 ) 
) 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-61 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S 
MEMORANDUM ON REMAND 
CASE NO. IPC-E-10-62 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S 
MEMORANDUM ON REMAND 
Idaho Power Company ("Idaho Power" or "Company"), in response to Order No. 
32430, hereby respectfully submits the following Memorandum on Remand: 
I. INTRODUCTION 
The relevant background is recited by the Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
("IPUC" or "Commission") in its Notice of Scheduling and Notice of Oral Argument for 
this matter, Order No. 32430, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62. On July 27, 
2011, the Commission issued a Final Order on Reconsideration affirming its prior 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S MEMORANDUM ON,RND -1 
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decision to not approve two Power Purchase Agreements ("PPAs" or "Agreements") 
entered into between Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, 
LLC ("Grouse Creek" or "Projects") and Idaho Power pursuant to the Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 ("PURPA"). Order No. 32299. Based upon the express 
terms of the Agreements, the Commission found that the PPA5 were not effective prior 
to December 14, 2010, the date on which the eligibility for PURPA published avoided 
cost rates in Idaho changed from 10 average megawatts ("aMW") to 100 kilowatts 
("kW") for wind and solar qualifying facilities ("QF"). Because each of the PPAs 
requested published avoided cost rates but the Projects were in excess of 100 kW, the 
Commission found that the published rates were no longer available to the Projects. 
On September 7, 2011, the Projects filed a Notice of Appeal of the Commission’s 
Order to the Idaho Supreme Court. On October 4, 2011, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission ("FERC") issued an Order in a similarly situated case that the IPUC’s 
decision to not approve the PPAs was inconsistent with PURPA and FERC’s 
regulations implementing PURPA. Notice of Intent Not to Act and Declaratory Order, 
137 FERC 61006 (Oct. 4, 2011). On November 3, 2011, in response to FERC’s Order, 
the Projects, the IPUC, and Idaho Power ("Parties") filed a Stipulated Motion to 
Suspend Appeal and Remand to the Administrative Agency with the Idaho Supreme 
Court. That Motion was granted and the appeal was suspended until March 15, 2012, 
or until the IPUC has completed its review on remand. Order Granting Stipulated 
Motion to Suspend Appeal and Remand to the Administrative Agency, Supreme Court 
Docket No. 39151-2011, (Nov. 22, 2011). 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S MEMORANDUM ON REMAND -2 
298 of 399
cision t  t Power Purchase Agree e t  ("P " or "Agreements") 
t r d r  reek ind Park, LC, and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, 
L  r use k" t ")  I Po purs to the Public Utility 
l  Order No. 3 2 9. Based upon th  express 
t   r t , the Commi sion found tha  the PAs w re not effective p ior 
 t  hi  the eligibility for PURPA published avoided 
t  i Idah  chan fro  10 average megawa ts ("aMW") to 1 0 kilowatts 
")   a solar qualifyi faciliti (" Because each of the PPAs 
 i  cost rates but the Projects were in excess of 100 kW, the 
t li  r t  r   longer available to the Projects. 
  r j cts fil  a Notice of Appeal of the Commi sion's 
 I  r  rt. On October 4, 20 1, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
ission (" ERC") issued n   similarl  situat case that the IPUC's 
ision t  n t appr  th  PAs was inconsiste wit PURP and FERC's 
i s le ting Notice of Intent Not to Act and Declaratory Order, 
 ( ct. 4, 2011). On November 3, 2011, in response to FERC's Order, 
Proj the IPUC, and Idaho Power ("Parties") filed a Stipulated M tion to 
 l t  the Administr ti g  it  the Idaho Supreme 
That Motion was granted and the appeal wa  uspen ed until March 15, 2012, 
 until the IPUC has completed its review on remand. O de  Granting Stipulated 
ti  t  Suspend Appeal and Remand to the Adm nistrative Agency, Supreme Court 
t . - , ( . 22, 2011). 
I  E  PANY'  E ORANDU  ON REMAND - 2 
As indicated in the Stipulated Motion, the Parties asked that the appeal be 
suspended: (1) 10 allow the IPUC to reconsider its Order in this matter in light of the 
FERC Order and (2) to provide the Parties with an opportunity to discuss the possibility 
of settling the appeal. The Commission stated in its Notice of Scheduling, Order No. 
32430, "Given the agreement of the Parties, we find that settlement discussions are 
reasonable and in the public interest . . . . The Commission also finds that it is 
appropriate to grant a further rehearing so that the Commission may reconsider its 
Order No. 32299 issued July 27, 2011." Order No. 32430, p.2. 
Factual information regarding Idaho Power’s processes for receiving requests, 
negotiating, and executing power purchase agreements pursuant to PURPA and 
generator interconnect agreements is contained in the Company’s Reply Comments 
filed in this proceeding on March 31, 2011. With this Memorandum on Remand, the 
Company submits factual information regarding the negotiation and processing of the 
Projects’ PURPA power purchase agreements, and considers the same in the context 
of FERC’s Notice of Intent Not to Act and Declaratory Order, 137 FERC 61006 (Oct. 4, 
2011) ("Cedar Creek Order"). Upon the Commission’s reconsideration of Order No. 
32299, the record establishes that Idaho Power negotiated with the Projects in good 
faith, did not unreasonably delay or hinder the Projects’ ability to obtain a PURPA PPA, 
did not refuse to sign a contract with the QF, and that a legally enforceable obligation to 
receive published avoided cost rates for the Projects did not exist prior to December 14, 
2010. Consequently, the decision not to approve the submitted PPAs in Order No. 
32257 should be affirmed. 
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DAH PO  PANY'S ORANDUM ON REMAND - 3 
IL THE FERC CEDAR CREEK ORDER 
Although Grouse Creek was not a party to FERC Docket No. EL 11-59-000, nor 
Cedar Creek Wind, LLC’s Petition for Enforcement against the IPUC, Cedar Creek’s 
Petition concerned the IPUC’s disapproval of its PPAs with Rocky Mountain Power in a 
similar manner as Grouse Creek’s PPAs with Idaho Power that were also disapproved 
by the IPUC. Initially, it is important to note that FERC’s Cedar Creek Order declines to 
initiate an enforcement action against the IPUC. Notice of Intent Not to Act and 
Declaratory Order, 137 FERC 61006, p.  1 (Oct. 4, 2011). The Cedar Creek Order is not 
directly controlling as to Grouse Creek, as Grouse Creek did not seek enforcement at 
FERC. The factual situation of Grouse Creek is distinct from that of Cedar Creek. That 
said, the Cedar Creek Order may be instructive to this Commission in a similar manner 
as dicta appearing in the decision of an appellate court, as it contains FERC’s 
understanding of some issues related to legally enforceable obligations. 
Subsequent to declining the requested enforcement action against the IPUC, 
FERC went on to comment about the IPUC’s decision disapproving the Cedar Creek 
PPAs in its declaratory order. FERC addressed the portion of the IPUC’s Order that 
found, "a Firm Energy Sales Agreement/Power Purchase Agreement must be executed, 
i.e., signed by both parties to the agreement, prior to the effective date of the change in 
eligibility criteria." 137 FERC 61006, p.  6, see also Order No. 32257, p.  10. In 
response to Cedar Creek’s request to declare that a state commission may not limit 
legally enforceable obligations to fully executed contracts, FERC stated, "we find that 
the Idaho PUC decision denying Cedar Creek a legally enforceable obligation, 
specifically the requirement in the June 8 Order that a Firm Energy Sales 
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Agreement/Power Purchase Agreement must be executed by both parties to the 
agreement before a legally enforceable obligation arises, is inconsistent with PURPA 
and our regulations implementing PURPA." 137 FERC 61006 p.  7. 
FERC acknowledged that certainly a legally enforceable obligation exists at the 
point in time when both parties have executed the PPA. Id., at p. 9 ("a legally 
enforceable obligation includes, but is not limited to, a contract."). In addition. FERC 
goes on to describe that the main reason why the legally enforceable obligation" 
language exists in its PURPA regulations, and the reason why a legally enforceable 
obligation cannot be limited only to when both parties have signed the contract, are the 
same. That reason is to address "the problem of an electric utility avoiding PURPA 
requirements simply by refusing to enter into a contract with a QF." Id., at pp.  9, 7, 10. 
FERC next turns to the facts of Cedar Creek’s particular contracts and their 
negotiation. Although FERC finds, "that Idaho PUC’s June 8 Order ignores the fact that 
a legally enforceable obligation may be incurred before the formal memorialization of a 
contract to writing" it also states, "Whether the conduct of Cedar Creek and Rocky 
Mountain Power constituted a legally enforceable obligation subject to the 
Commission’s [FERC’s] PURPA regulations is not before us." Id. at pp.  9-10. FERC 
then goes on to recite an abbreviated timeline of the contract negotiations as submitted 
by Cedar Creek. Id., at p.  10. FERC ends this recitation with a particular statement that 
significantly distinguishes Cedar Creek’s facts from those of Grouse Creek. "Cedar 
Creek executed and delivered the Agreements to Rocky Mountain Power on December 
13, 2011; notwithstanding having documents signed by Cedar Creek, Rocky Mountain 
Power management refused to sign. Rocky Mountain Power held the Agreements for 
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over a week, making no changes, before they signed them on December 22, 2010." Id. 
at P. 10 (emphasis added). 
Notably, FERC specifically states that it is "not ruling on the issue of whether a 
legally enforceable obligation was incurred." Id. at p. 11. FERC also acknowledges that 
pnor precedent establishes that FERC "gives deference to the states to determine the 
date on which a legally enforceable obligation is incurred," albeit subject to the terms of 
FERC’s regulations. Id., at p.  9. Consequently, while FERC provides guidance in the 
Cedar Creek Order that it is inconsistent with FERC’s regulations for a state 
commission to limit a legally enforceable obligation only to when a fully-executed 
contract exists, FERC specifically declined to state whether a legally enforceable 
obligation exists under the facts as presented by Cedar Creek. Additionally, FERC 
acknowledged that a state commission is entitled deference as to when a legally 
enforceable obligation arises when one does exist. 
Since the stated purpose of this remand is for the IPUC to reconsider its Final 
Order on Reconsideration related to the Grouse Creek Projects in light of the FERC’s 
Cedar Creek Order, the remaining question is whether a legally enforceable obligation 
arose, under the particular facts applicable to Grouse Creek’s PPAs, prior to December 
14, 2010, when the published rate eligibility cap changed from 10 aMW to 100 kW. 
Examination of Grouse Creek’s facts shows that a legally enforceable obligation did not 
arise prior to December 14, 2010. As noted above, of particular distinction is the fact 
that Idaho Power did not cause the December 14, 2010, date to pass by refusing to sign 
Grouse Creek’s PPAs. In fact, Idaho Power did not receive complete information from 
Grouse Creek until after December 14, 2010. Additionally, Grouse Creek did not 
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obligate itself to sell its electricity to Idaho Power until well after December 14, 2010, 
when it signed the PPA on December 21, 2010.1 
 Consequently, the decision not to 
approve Grouse Creek’s PPAs in Order No. 32257 should be affirmed. 
III. NEGOTIATION OF GROUSE CREEK’S POWER PURCHASE AGREEMENTS 
Idaho Power had numerous and frequent contacts and communications with 
Grouse Creek regarding several iterations of its proposed project and projects over the 
course of most of 2010. Idaho Power negotiated and proceeded with Grouse Creek in 
good faith negotiations and attempts to move Grouse Creek’s proposed projects to final 
agreements pursuant to its PURPA obligations. Any delay was not attributable to a 
refusal by Idaho Power to negotiate nor any refusal by Idaho Power to execute a 
contract. Any delay that occurred was attributable to the fact that Grouse Creek 
changed the configuration of its project numerous times, did not agree to previously 
approved standard contract terms and conditions until December 9, 2010, did not 
provide final and complete information about its projects’ configuration until December 
15, 2010, and did not commit itself to sell its output to Idaho Power until December 21, 
2010. 
The course of dealings and many of the written communications between Grouse 
Creek and Idaho Power are set forth in the accompanying Affidavit of Randy Allphin. 
The totality of these communications demonstrate that Idaho Power proceeded in good 
faith and fair dealings with Grouse Creek through many iterations of its proposed 
Projects and did not unreasonably delay the Projects. Idaho Power was first contacted 
One need only look to another open docket currently before this Commission, Case No. IPC-E-
11-23, to see an example of where a OF, Kootenai Electric, backed out of a negotiated agreement, after 
substantial development and negotiations with the utility, Avista, to seek an agreement with a different 
utility, Idaho Power, in a different jurisdiction, Oregon, pursuant to PURPA. 
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by Grouse Creek in late February 2010. Idaho Power records indicate it was initially 
contacted by Wasatch Wind, the developer behind the Projects, on February 26, 2010. 
Affidavit of Randy Aliphin, Attachment No. 1. The initial Wasatch Wind project was a 
single 150 megawatt ("MW") project spread across 4,000 acres of private and public 
land located in northern Utah. Grouse Creek Comments at 8. Discussions between 
Wasatch Wind and Idaho Power on the single 150 MW project continued until April 
2010, when Wasatch Wind informed Idaho Power that it was now considering a single 
65 MW project instead of the previously discussed 150 MW project. Because this 
proposed project was a QF larger than 10 aMW, Idaho Power prepared pricing for the 
proposed project based upon its Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP")-based pricing 
methodology, pursuant to Commission requirements. See Order No. 32176. Idaho 
Power analyzed this proposal pursuant to the IRP-based methodology and provided 
Wasatch Wind with the results, including a proposed price. Affidavit of Randy Allphin, 
Attachment No. 4. 
Three months later, Wasatch Wind once again changed the configuration of its 
proposed project and informed Idaho Power on July 14, 2011, that it "intended to reduce 
its overall footprint and wished to discuss power sales contracts for two single 10 aMW 
projects, instead of a large 65 MW project." Grouse Creek Comments at 13. Idaho 
Power records indicate that initially Wasatch Wind was anticipating two projects, one 
with a 30 MW nameplate capacity and the other with a 21 MW nameplate capacity. 
Consistent with its existing processes, Idaho Power began drafting PPAs for these two 
projects. During negotiations, Wasatch Wind continued to object to certain terms in the 
PPAs related to Idaho Power’s standard security deposit requirements. Grouse Creek 
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Comments at 15. In addition, and consistent with prudent utility business practices, 
Idaho Power required confirmation from Wasatch Wind that since its proposed projects 
were located off Idaho Power’s system, the Projects would need to provide sufficient 
evidence of the proper arrangements to deliver its output to Idaho Power’s system. As 
Grouse is an off-system OF, Idaho Power’s obligation to contract with the Projects 
pursuant to PURPA does not arise until the Projects demonstrate a firm delivery to a 
point on Idaho Power’s system. 
Discussions continued between the parties and during August communications 
were exchanged regarding clarification as to the Project configuration, the number of 
proposed Projects, accuracy of the data, and the requirements of 10 aMW and one-mile 
separation. Affidavit of Randy Allphin, Attachment No. 6. On October 1, 2010, Grouse 
Creek sent formal correspondence through legal representation for now two Projects, 
Grouse Creek Wind and Grouse Creek Wind II. The letter requests PPAs, provides 
information, objects to the posting of security required by the contracts, changes the 
project from 30 MW to 21 MW, and requests revision of the transmission service 
request ("TSR") from 30 MW to 21 MW, among other things. Id., Attachment No. 7. On 
November 1, formal correspondence was sent to counsel for Grouse Creek responding 
to the October 1 letter and pointing out several of the open items remaining with the 
various proposed projects. Also forwarded with these letters were copies of: required 
Network Resource Integration Study Agreements, required Transmission Capacity 
Application Questionnaires, and Draft Firm Energy Sales Agreements. Id., Attachment 
No. 8. On November 4, Idaho Power notified the Projects that the submitted TSRs were 
rejected because the information provided by the Project did not sync up with the 
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Project’s transmission requests on BPA’s system. The communication asks for updated 
transmission information from the Project that was needed to proceed with the TSRs, 
and advised of the need for ancillary services. Id., Attachment No. 9. On November 24, 
Idaho Power sent correspondence confirming a prior letter and meeting between the 
Project and Idaho Power, and summarizing the current status of negotiations as to 
some of the previously contested terms and conditions. Id., Attachment No. 9. 
On December 2, 2010, Wasatch Wind sent marked-up versions of Draft PPAs 
previously sent by Idaho Power. Id., Attachment No. 10; Grouse Creek Comments at 
17. These mark-ups were the first time Idaho Power was definitively informed of the 
Projects’ size and configuration (i.e., two 21 MW projects). Negotiations continued 
between the parties, and on December 6, Idaho Power received a revised Transmission 
Questionnaire from the Projects containing corrected information for re-submission of 
the TSRs, which was forwarded to Idaho Power transmission on the same day. 
Affidavit of Randy Allphin, p. 5. On December 7, Idaho Power forwarded updated Draft 
PPAs for the Projects, incorporating the information provided by the Projects, and 
working toward executable versions of the FESAs. This communication also notifies the 
Projects of missing information from the Projects necessary to confirm the required one-
mile separation between the Projects and necessary to complete the Draft FESAs. Also 
on December 7, Idaho Power began the internal review process on the Draft FESAs, 
even though they were not yet complete, nor accepted by the Projects, so as not to 
unduly impede the ultimate execution of the FESAs once accepted by the Projects, 
since the December 14, 2010, date previously set by the Commission as the effective 
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date for the reduction in the published rate eligibility cap to 100 kilowatts was drawing 
near. Id., Attachment No. 12. 
On December 9, 2011, Grouse Creek sent communication confirming the 
Projects’ agreement to the security provisions of the contract and requesting a change 
in the Scheduled First Energy Dates as well as the Scheduled Operation Dates. id., 
Attachment No. 12. On December 14, 2010, Idaho Power sent communications to 
Grouse Creek requesting that the Projects provide missing necessary information 
required for completion of the Draft FESAs. This information included naming the 
proper transmission entity, as previous communications from the Projects had indicated 
at different times both BPA and PacifiCorp. This communication also requested, again, 
that the Project provide a complete location designation, which is necessary to establish 
the proper one-mile separation and legal description of the Projects’ location. Id., 
Attachment No. 13. 
On December 15, 2010, Idaho Power sent an e-mail confirming Idaho Power’s 
receipt and acceptance of the Projects’ revised First Energy and Scheduled Operation 
dates, and indicating the same would be incorporated into the final Draft FESAs. This 
communication also reiterates Idaho Power’s December 14 request from the previous 
day for additional required information regarding the Transmitting Entity and completion 
of the location description for the Projects. The Projects were informed that this 
information was required to continue processing the proposed agreements. Id., 
Attachment No. 14. 
On December 15, Idaho Power requested Grouse Creek’s confirmation that the 
Scheduled First Energy and Scheduled Operation Dates, as well as the location 
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description for the Projects, were correct. This information was confirmed on December 
16, by the Projects. Id., Attachment No. 15. On that same day, Idaho Power provided 
execution copies of the PPA that were picked up from Idaho Powers office by the 
Projects’ counsel. From December 16 through December 21, Grouse Creek reviewed 
the Draft Agreements, and on December 21, 2011, Grouse Creek executed the PPAs 
and sent them via overnight mail to Idaho Power. Idaho Power executed the PPAS on 
December 28, 2010, and filed them at the Commission the next day. 
IV. CONCLUSION 
Idaho Power did not refuse to sign a contract with Grouse Creek. As FERC 
stated: 
Thus under our regulations, a QF has the option to commit 
itself to sell all or part of its electric output to an electric 
utility. While this may be done through a contract, if the 
electric utility refuses to sign a contract, the QF may seek 
state regulatory authority assistance to enforce the PURPA-
imposed obligation on the electric utility to purchase form the 
QF, and a non-contractual, but still legally enforceable, 
obligation will be created pursuant to the state’s 
implementation of PRUPA. 
137 FERC 61006 p.  8. 
Not only is it clear that Idaho Power did not refuse to sign a contract with Grouse 
Creek, the record demonstrates that Idaho Power proceeded reasonably and in good 
faith in the negotiation and eventual signing and execution of the published avoided cost 
rate 10 aMW PURPA contracts with the Projects as required by the then current 
applicable law, rules, and regulations. Examination of Grouse Creek’s facts shows that 
a legally enforceable obligation did not arise prior to December 14, 2010. As noted 
above, of particular distinction is the fact that Idaho Power did not cause the December 
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DATED at Boise, Idaho, this 6" day of 2012. 
14, 2010, date to pass by refusing to sign Grouse Creek’s PPAs, nor by refusing to 
negotiate with the QF. In fact, Idaho Power did not receive complete information, 
required to finalize the PPAs, from Grouse Creek until after December 14, 2010. 
Additionally, Grouse Creek did not obligate itself to sell its electricity to Idaho Power 
until well after December 14, 2010, when it eventually signed the PPAs on December 
21, 2010. The main concern of FERC in the Cedar Creek Order - that a utility would 
avoid the requirements of PURPA by refusing to enter into a contract with a QF is not 
implicated by the above facts. Grouse Creek did not obligate itself to sell its output to 
Idaho Power until it signed the PPAs on December 21, 2010, and thus a legally 
enforceable obligation did not exist prior to the December 14 effective date. In fact 
Grouse Creek reviewed and considered said draft PPA5 from December 16, when it 
picked up execution drafts from Idaho Power, until its eventual signature on December 
21. Consequently, the decision not to approve Grouse Creek’s PPAs in Order No. 
32257 should be affirmed. 
UJI’1IJVa’W4 	 VVI’tLJCF% 
Attorney for Idaho Power Company 
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COMES NOW the Staff of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, by and through its 
attorney of record, Kristine A. Sasser, Deputy Attorney General, and in response to the Notice of 
Scheduling and Notice of Oral Argument issued on January 5, 2012 (Order No. 32430), submits 
the following legal brief. 
BACKGROUND 
On December 28, 2010, Idaho Power and Grouse Creek executed two Power 
Purchase Agreements. Under the terms of the Agreements, each wind project agrees to sell 
electric energy to Idaho Power for a 20-yeas term using the non-levelized published avoided cost 
rates as contained in Order No. 31025. The nameplate rating of each project is 21 MW. Both 
projects are located near Lynn, Utah. On December 29, 2010, Idaho Power filed two 
Applications with the Commission requesting acceptance or rejection of the Agreements. The 
Commission processed the cases through the use of Modified Procedure. 
On June 8, 2011, the Commission issued a consolidated final Order disapproving the 
two Agreements. The Commission found that the Agreements were not fully executed prior to 
December 14, 2010 the date that the Commission lowered eligibility for the published avoided 
cost rates from 10 aMW to 100 kW. Specifically, "on the date the two Agreements became 
effective, published avoided cost rates were available only to wind and solar projects with a 
design capacity of 100 kW or less." Order No. 32257 at 9. On June 29, 2011, the projects 
timely filed a Joint Petition for Reconsideration alleging that the Commission’s final Order was 
arbitrary and capricious, not in conformity with controlling federal or Idaho state case law, and a 
violation of the rulemaking requirements of the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act. 
On July 27, 2011, the Commission issued a Final Order on Reconsideration affirming 
its prior decision to not approve the two Agreements entered into between the Grouse Creek 
projects and Idaho Power pursuant to the federal Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 
(PURPA). Order No. 32299. Based upon the express terms of the Agreements, the Commission 
found that the PPAs were not effective prior to December 14, 2010. Because each of the PPAs 
requested published avoided cost rates but the projects were in excess of 100 kW, the 
Commission found that the published rates were no longer available to the projects. 
On September 7, 2011, the Grouse Creek projects appealed the Commission’s Order 
to the Idaho Supreme Court. On October 4, 2011, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
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(FERC) issued an Order in a similar case that the IPUC’s decision to not approve the PPAs was 
inconsistent with PURPA and FERC’s regulations implementing PURPA. Notice of Intent Not 
to Act and Declaratory Order (Cedar Creek), 137 FERC 161,006 (Oct. 4, 2011). On November 
3, 2011, the Grouse Creek projects, the Idaho Public Utilities Commission and Idaho Power 
Company (collectively "the Parties") filed a Stipulated Motion to Suspend Appeal and Remand 
to the Administrative Agency with the Idaho Supreme Court. Idaho Code § 61-624 provides that 
the Commission "may at any time, upon notice to the public utility affected, and after 
opportunity to be heard. . ., rescind, alter or amend any order or decision made by it." The 
Parties maintained that there "is good cause for the Court to grant this Motion in order for the 
Parties to consider a recent decision issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
("FERC") regarding the subject matter of the appeal." Motion at 2. The Court granted the 
Parties’ Motion on November 22, 2011. 
The Parties engaged in settlement discussions on December 9, 2011, and December 
22, 2011. During the second settlement conference, the Parties concluded that a briefing 
schedule would be the most productive means to move the case forward. The Parties proposed, 
and the Commission adopted, a briefing schedule and set a date for oral argument. Order No. 
32430. 
ARGUMENT 
The Agreements entered into between Idaho Power and the Grouse Creek projects 
contained express terms regarding the effective date. Each Agreement states that the "Effective 
Date" is the "date stated in the opening paragraph of this. . . Agreement representing the date 
upon which this [Agreement] was fully executed by both Parties." Agreements ¶ 1.11. The 
opening paragraph is dated "this 28 day of December, 2010." Agreements at 1. In reading the 
express terms of the Agreements, the Commission determined that the projects were not entitled 
to published avoided cost rates because, at the time the Agreements became effective, published 
rates were available only to wind and solar projects with a design capacity of 100 kW or less. 
Order No. 32257 at 9. 
PURJA § 292.304(d)(2) "permits a qualifying facility to enter into a contract or other 
legally enforceable obligation to provide energy or capacity over a specified term." In the Cedar 
Creek case, FERC states that: 
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[w]hile this may be done through a contract, if the electric utility refuses to 
sign a contract, the QF may seek state regulatory authority assistance to 
enforce the PURPA-imposed obligation on the electric utility to purchase 
from the QF, and a non-contractual, but still legally enforceable, obligation 
will be created pursuant to the state’s implementation of PURPA. 
Accordingly, a QF, by committing itself to sell to an electric utility, also 
commits the electric utility to buy from the QF; these commitments result 
either in contracts or in non-contractual, but binding, legally enforceable 
obligations. 
137 FERC 161,006 at p. 13. FERC concluded that this Commission’s prior Order "makes a 
fully-executed contract a condition precedent to the creation of a legally enforceable obligation." 
Id. Despite FERC’s conclusions to the contrary, this Commission did not determine whether or 
when a legally enforceable obligation may have arisen. In its previous Orders, the Commission 
relied only on the express terms in each Agreement - terms each party agreed to. However, the 
Commission asked that the Idaho Supreme Court remand the case back to the Commission so 
that a determination of whether and when a legally enforceable obligation arose could be 
examined. That is the issue currently before the Commission. 
Grouse Creek asserts that it has been engaged in negotiations with Idaho Power for 
purchase of its output since early 2010. Grouse Creek Comments at 3. In April 2010, the 
projects requested that Idaho Power provide them with a PURPA contract for a single, 65 MW 
project. Id at 11. In a June 25, 2010, letter to Idaho Power, the projects indicated that, due to 
federal permitting issues, the projects intended to reduce the overall footprint and "wished to 
discuss power sales contracts for two single 10 aMW projects, instead of the large 65 MW 
project." Id. at 13. On July 14, 2010, the projects submitted a formal request for two 10 aMW 
PURPA contracts to Idaho Power. Id The projects sent an e-mail on August 17, 2010, 
clarifying that they were formally requesting two PURPA contracts. Id. at 14. On October 1, 
2010, the projects sent a letter to Idaho Power expressing their intent to obligate themselves to 
two power purchase agreements. Id. The October 1 letter also questioned the legality of what 
the projects considered an excessive delay liquidated damages security provision. Id. at 15. 
On November 1, 2010, Idaho Power provided draft standard power purchase 
agreements to the projects and clarified Idaho Power’s position regarding the delay liquidated 
damages. Id. at 16. On December 2, 2010, the projects sent a letter and versions of PURPA 
contracts to Idaho Power containing project specifics - including acceptance of Idaho Power’s 
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terms regarding delay liquidated damages. Id. at 17. "Idaho Power confirmed receipt on 
December 7, 2010." Id. at 18. On December 9, 2010, the projects requested by e-mail that the 
"First Energy Date" and "Commercial Operation Date" in the Agreements be modified. Id, at 
18. On December 15, 2010, Idaho Power confirmed the updated on-line dates, and on December 
16 Idaho Power provided the projects with executable power purchase agreements. Id. at 19. 
In Cedar Creek, FERC states that "a legally enforceable obligation may be incurred 
before the formal memorialization of a contract to writing." 137 FERC ¶ 61,006 at 15. 
However, the simple act of a QF requesting a PURPA contract from a utility cannot reasonably 
be interpreted as a commitment by the QF to sell electricity to the utility from which it requests a 
draft contract. Something in furtherance of the QFs intent and ability to provide electricity is 
required.’ 
Based on a reasonable interpretation of the facts in this case, and the actions of both 
the projects and Idaho Power, Staff believes that a legally enforceable obligation was incurred no 
later than December 9, 2010 - the date upon which the projects modified their on-line dates. At 
that point in time, the projects had returned contracts to Idaho Power and agreed to all of the 
standard terms, including the delay liquidated damages provision. Negotiations had taken place 
since early 2010 and the projects had taken sufficient action to show that they had committed 
themselves to sell electricity to Idaho Power. Entitlement to published avoided cost rates 
changed for wind and solar projects on December 14, 2010. Because a legally enforceable 
obligation was created no later than December 9, 2010, the Grouse Creek projects are entitled to 
the published avoided cost rate in effect before December 14, 2010. 
CONCLUSION 
Extensive negotiations occurred between ’Idaho Power and the Grouse Creek projects 
during the course of 2010. The projects began with a single 65 MW project and disputed Idaho 
Power’s delay liquidated damages provision. In July 2010, the projects submitted a formal 
request for two 10 aMW published avoided cost rate PURPA contracts. By the first week of 
December 2010, the facts show that the projects had accepted Idaho Power’s delay liquidated 
damages provision in the agreements. On December 9, 2010, the projects changed their First 
Energy Date and Commercial Operation Date from December 2012 and June 2013 to June 2013 
’In Cedar Creek, FERC observed that "Extensive negotiations between the parties are persuasive and point to the 
reasonable conclusion that [the QF] did commit itself to sell electricity to [the utility]." 137 FERC 161,006 at 17.) 
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and December 2013, respectively. Since December 9, 2010, all material terms to the 
Agreements have remained intact. Based on these facts, a legally enforceable obligation 
attached no later than December 9, 2010. At that time, QF projects with a design capacity of 10 
aMW and smaller were entitled to Idaho’s published avoided cost rates. Consequently, Grouse 
Creek Wind Park and Grouse Creek Wind Park II are entitled to published avoided cost PURPA 
contracts at published rates that were in effect on December 9, 2010. Order No. 31025. 
Respectfully submitted this 6 th day of February 2012. 
&4tL&, 
Kristine A. Sasser 
Deputy Attorney General 
for Commission Staff 
O:Supreme Court Cases:IPCE 1061 -62 Appeal:Staff Legal Brief_ks 
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INTRODUCTION 
COMES NOW, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC, 
each of which is managed by Wasatch Wind Intermountain (the "Grouse Creek QF", the 
"Grouse Creek II QF," or collectively the "Grouse Creek QFs"), and pursuant to the Idaho Public 
Utilities Commission’s ("IPUC’s" or "Commission’s") Notice of Scheduling and Notice of Oral 
Argument (Order No. 32191), hereby files this Legal Brief in the above-captioned matters.’ 
Pursuant to the IPUC’s implementation of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978, the 
Grouse Creek QFs attempted to secure executed firm energy sales agreements ("FESAs") with 
Idaho Power for several months prior to December 14, 2010. Each QF even filed a Complaint 
against Idaho Power for its refusal to process the requests timely and in good faith. All material 
terms to which the Grouse Creek QFs obligated themselves were very well settled prior to 
December 14, 2010, despite the QFs’ inability to obtain fully executed documents with Idaho 
Power until December 28, 2010. The Grouse Creek QFs therefore formed a legally enforceable 
obligation (or "LEO") prior to December 14, 2010, entitling them to the avoided cost rates 
contained in the FESAs submitted by Idaho Power on December 29, 2010 in these cases. This 
conclusion results from any reasonable application of the IPUC’s past precedent regarding 
formation of a LEO, and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s ("FERC’s") recent 
declaratory order in a related matter. See Cedar Creek Wind LLC, 137 FERC 161,006 (2011). 
The Grouse Creek QFs therefore respectfully request that the Commission exercise its authority 
Pursuant to LPIJC Rule of Procedure 247, the Commission has determined to consolidate the above 
proceedings. The Grouse Creek QFs have therefore filed a single Legal Brief. 
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under I.C. § 61-624 to modify its prior orders, and approve the FESAs for both projects. 
ISSUE PRESENTED 
Pursuant to the Commission’s Notice of Scheduling and Oral Argument, the issue presented is 
"whether/when a ’legally enforceable obligation’ arose" for the Grouse Creek QFs’ FESAs? 
SHORT ANSWER 
FERC’s regulations provide that a qualifying facility ("QF") may enter into a long term 
contract or other legally enforceable obligation containing avoided cost rates for the term of 
obligation calculated on the date that the QF obligates itself. 18 C.F.R. 292.3 04(dX2)(ii). The 
Grouse Creek QFs established a LEO prior to December 14, 2010, under any reasonable 
application of the IPUC’s precedent regarding formation of a LEO, and FERC’s recent 
declaratory order. See Cedar Creek Wind LLC, 137 FERC 161,006 (2011).  
Pursuant to the IPUC’s LEO precedent, a LEO arose no later than November 8, 2011. On 
that date, the Grouse Creek QFs’ filed meritorious Complaints alleging that they obligated 
themselves to Idaho Power QF FESAs with standard terms and published rates approved by the 
Commission, but Idaho Power had negotiated in bad faith and failed to execute FESAs. At that 
time, the essential and material terms and conditions of the legally enforceable obligation were 
known, and the Grouse Creek QFs agreed to Commission resolution of the only unresolved term 
the amount of delay default security. Alternatively, the Grouse Creek QFs established a LEO, 
at the very latest on December 9, 2011. By that date, after the filing of the Complaints, every 
word in the final, written contracts was known and not subject to any dispute to be resolved by 
the Commission, or subject to any reasonable misunderstanding regarding the contract terms or 
the projects’ characteristics. 
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PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 
Idaho Power filed the executed FESAs for Commission determination on December 29, 
2010. The Grouse Creek QFs filed extensive Comments, supported by the Affidavit and 
Exhibits of Christine Mikell, on March 24, 2011. The Grouse Creek QFs’ Comments requested 
approval of the agreements as written, relying on 18 C.F.R. § 292.3 04(d)(2)(ii) and the 
Commission’s QF grandfathering precedent. Commission Staff filed Comments on March 24, 
2011, recommending disapproval of the FESAs on the ground they were not fully executed prior 
to December 14, 2010. Idaho Power filed Reply Comments on March 31, 2011, which set forth 
several reasons Idaho Power believed the Commission could reject the FESAs. The Grouse 
Creek QFs filed a Motion to Set Time for Oral Argument on April 7, 2011, in response to 
unsupported factual characterizations contained in Idaho Power’s Reply Comments. 
Commission Staff and Idaho Power separately filed an Answer and an Objection, respectively, 
each opposing Oral Argument on April 21, 2011. The Commission issued an order on April 27, 
2011 (Order No. 32236), determining not to hold Oral Argument. 
The Commission entered its Final Order in this matter on June 8, 2011 (Order No. 
32257). In that order, the Commission announced a "bright line rule" that "a Firm Energy Sales 
Agreement/Power Purchase Agreement must be executed, i.e., signed by both parties to the 
agreement, prior to the effective date of the change in eligibility criteria." Order No. 32257 at 10. 
Notably, the Commission issued several orders in the same time frame, rejecting several other 
QF contracts on the same basis, including five contracts entered into between the Cedar Creek 
QFs and Rocky Mountain Power. See, generally, Be Determination Regarding Cedar Creek 
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LLCs Power Purchase Agreements, IPUC Case Nos. PAC-E- 11-01 to -05. 
The Grouse Creek QFs filed a Joint Petition for Reconsideration on June 29, 2011, 
relying again primarily on 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(d)(2)(ii) and the Commission’s grandfathering 
precedent. The Commission issued a Final Order on Reconsideration on July 27, 2011 (Order 
No. 32299), again concluding that FESAs were ineffective prior to December 14, 2010 because 
they were not fully executed prior to that date. On September 7, 2011, the Grouse Creek QFs 
filed a Notice of Appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, raising the same issues as in their Petition 
for Reconsideration. 
Concurrent with these proceedings, the Cedar Creek Wind QFs filed a Petition for 
Enforcement at FERC, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. § 824a-3(h), challenging the Commission’s use of 
the "bright line rule," requiring fully executed contracts for QFs to form a legally enforceable 
obligation. See FERC Docket No. ELI 1-59-000. On October 4, 2011, FERC issued a 
declaratory order declining to itself initiate enforcement against the IPUC, but determined that 
the IPUC’s order and the "bright line rule" were inconsistent with PURPA and FERC’s 
implementing regulations. Cedar Creek Wind LLC, 137 FERC 161,006. FERC concluded that 
the IPUC did not recognize that "a legally enforceable obligation may be incurred before the 
formal memorialization of a contract to a writing." Id. at 136. 
On November 4, 2011, the Grouse Creek QFs, the Commission, and Idaho Power filed a 
Stipulated Motion to Suspend Appeal and Remand to the Administrative Agency. That Motion 
stated: "Given FERC’s recent Order, the Parties believe that it is appropriate for the appeal in 
this case to be suspended: (1) to allow the PUC to reconsider its Order in this case in light of the 
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FERC Order; and (2) to provide Parties with an opportunity to discuss the possibility of settling 
the appeal." The Supreme Court remanded the matter to the Commission. The Commission 
entered its Notice of Scheduling and Notice of Oral Argument (Order No. 32191), setting a 
briefing schedule in the event that settlement could not be reached. The parties were unable to 
reach settlement, and the matter is now before the Commission for resolution. 
MATERIAL FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
A. General Background on the Projects and Development 
Wasatch Wind began wind monitoring in December 2007, and, on February 4, 2008, 
finalized wind project leases for the private land encompassing the rights necessary for the wind 
project sites at issue in these contract approval dockets. Affidavit of Christine Mikell, at 114,  6, 
. Although it had initially considered developing a larger project which would include federal 
lands, in summer of 2010, Wasatch Wind scaled the initial project down to the two smaller 10 
average monthly MW ("aMW") QFs on privately owned land separated by at least one mile. Id 
at In 43-44. 
B. Interconnection and Transmission Rights 
Wasatch Wind began interconnection studies and processes in May 2008, and signed an 
Interconnection Agreement with Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative on March 31, 2010, for 
interconnection to a 138 kilävolt line leased to BPA by Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative. 
Id at ¶1 16-20. Although the initial Interconnection Agreement called for interconnection of the 
2 	 The Affidavit of Christine Mikeil and its Exhibits, filed March 24, 2011 in these dockets, provide a detailed 
narrative of the Grouse Creek QFs development and contracting efforts, and are incorporated herein by reference to 
the extent that those facts are not reiterated. 
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initially planned, single project, Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative and BPA have 
subsequently agreed to amend the Interconnection Agreement to accommodate the two smaller 
projects each sized 21 MW. Id at ¶1 22-23. 
With regard to point to point ("PT?") transmission, BPA stated during the 
interconnection studies in 2009 that the amount of capacity Wasatch Wind could interconnect 
(93 MW) was the same as the amount they could deliver to Idaho Power’s Minidoka substation 
because the applicable transmission line is stranded and not connected to any other part of BPA’s 
system. See Id at Exhibit D, pp.  1-2. Entering into a PTP service agreement requires 
submission of a substantial non-refundable deposit and requires obligating the Grouse Creek QFs 
to ongoing fees for transmission for the entire 20-year term. Id at 133. Thus, the Grouse Creek 
QFs initiated this process after the interconnection process to limit irretrievable financial 
expenditures prior to knowing the QFs would obtain FESAs. 
On June 30, 2010, the Projects submitted the necessary applications for BPA’s 2010 
Network Open Season ("NOS") to achieve the initially projected online date of June 2012, for a 
30 MW and a 21 MW project. Id at 127. Due to confusion in the contracting process with 
Idaho Power at that time, Wasatch Wind backed out of the BPA NOS, which would have 
required a Performance Assurance $794,376 by August 18, 2010. Id at 128. As a result, 
Wasatch Wind was unable to achieve the initially projected online date of June 2012. 
On August 19, 2010, Wasatch Wind made a traditional transmission service request 
("TSR") on BPA’ s OASIS website with a delayed start date of June 1, 2013. Id at 129. All of 
the other parameters of the projects remained the same. Id. As expected all along, this process 
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proceeded well in advance of the projected online date, and BPA provided two Firm PTP 
agreements in March 2011 for the 21 MW Grouse Creek QF and the 21 MW Grouse Creek H 
QF. Id. at 13 1.  The Grouse Creek QFs are still awaiting final approval of their FESAs by the 
IPUC prior to executing the BPA transmission agreement. 
C. 	 Firm Energy Sales Agreement Negotiations with Idaho Power 
Wasatch Wind has been engaged in formal power sales contract discussions with Idaho 
Power since at least February 26, 2010, when it emailed Randy Allphin, of Idaho Power. Id at ¶ 
34 and Exhibit A. Wasatch Wind described the project, progress through the interconnection 
process with BPA,, and that it appeared from Idaho Power’s OASIS website that adequate 
transmission was available on Idaho Power’s system from the Minidoka substation to its 
Treasure Valley load center. Id Mr. Allphin stated on March 2, 2010, that prior to execution of 
a power sales contract, Wasatch Wind must complete execution of an interconnection agreement 
and reserve firm transmission on both the BPA and the Idaho Power transmission systems to get 
the energy from the project to Idaho Power customer loads. Id. 
As described above, Wasatch Wind had long since commenced the processes necessary 
to interconnect and deliver the output to Idaho Power’s system. But under the FERC’s approved 
Open Access Transmission Tariff ("OA1T’), the TSR on Idaho Power’s system to its own load 
center would be a request by Idaho Power’s merchant arm to Idaho Power’s transmission arm to 
designate generating facilities as network resources. See Id at Exhibit C, pp.  4-5 (describing the 
process). As such, Wasatch Wind had no power to lodge this request internally within Idaho 
Power, and once lodged Wasatch Wind would have no direct access to the Idaho Power’s 
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transmission personnel. Unlike its interconnection and PTP transmission requests with BPA for 
which Wasatch Wind had direct access to the BPA transmission personnel, Idaho Power’s 
PURPA contracts administrators would handle the TSR on Idaho Power’s system. 
Wasatch Wind requested that Idaho Power provide it with a PURPA contract for a project 
up to 65 MW in April 2010. Id at ¶1 35-36 and Exhibit B. On June 17, 2010, Wasatch Wind 
signed a letter or understanding provided by Idaho Power, which stated Idaho Power would not 
execute a power sales contract prior to when the Project received confirmation that the results of 
the initial Idaho Power transmission capacity application for transmission to its load center are 
known and the Project accepts the results. Id at 137 and Exhibit C, p.  3. The only other 
requirements to obtain a power purchase agreement involved interconnection, and Wasatch Wind 
had already met those interconnection requirements. Id 
Wasatch Wind was under the impression that Mr. Aliphin was working with his team to 
make the necessary TSR on Idaho Power’s system. Id at 139. On June 25, 2010, Wasatch 
Wind again responded to Mr. Aliphin that based on studies and conversations with BPA, there 
were 93 MW available on the necessary BPA line to the Minidoka substation, and therefore 
interconnection and transmission of 65 MW to Idaho Power would not be a problem. Id at ¶ 
40,42. 
In the June 25, 2010 email, Wasatch Wind also indicated that due to federal permitting 
issues, Wasatch Wind intended to reduce its overall footprint and wished to discuss power sales 
contracts for two single 10 aMW projects, instead of the larger 65 MW project it had initially 
discussed. Id at 143. On July 14, 2010, Wasatch Wind submitted a formal request for two 10 
REPLY LEGAL BRIEF OF GROUSE CREEK QFs 
CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61, IPC-E-10-62 
PAGE 9 
327 of 399
Unlike its interco nection and PTP transmission reque ts with BPA for 
i  t   dir acc to the BPA transmi sion personnel, Idaho Power's 
 i i tr t rs l  l  t   on Idaho ower's syste . 
t  t t I  r r i  it ith a   contract for a project 
   in April 2010. t"   On June 17,2010, Wasatch Wind 
 r understanding provided by Idaho Power, which stated Idaho Power would not 
 l  tract rior t  hen the Project received confir ation that the results of 
Idaho Power transmi sion capacity a plication for transmission to its load c nter are 
 t Project accepts the results. t, 37 and Exhibit C, p. 3. The only other 
t i   er purchase agree ent involved interconnection, and asatch Wind 
t t  i terc nnection re ir e ts. 
i  under the impre sion that Mr. Allphin was working wit  his team to 
  Ida Po er' s t, 39. On June 25, 2010, Wasatch 
i  responded to Mr. Allphin that based on studies and conversations with BPA, there 
 avail l on the nece sary BP  line to the Minidoka substation, and therefore 
 trans ission of 65 MW to Idaho Power would not be a problem. t" 
 
  June 25, 2010 email, Wasatch Wind also indicated that due to federal permitting 
 i  intended to reduce its overall f otprint and wished to discuss power sales 
t  single 10 aMW projects, instead of the larger i iti l
t, 43. On July 14, 2010, W satch Wind submitted a formal request for two 10 
  I  F R SE CREE  Fs 
I - -I  , I - O-62 
 
aMW PURPA contracts to Mr. Allphin. Id at ¶f 4445 and Exhibit D. Wasatch Wind 
explained the maturity of the Projects in detail, including the Interconnection Agreement which 
already had progressed to the Facilities Study stage for construction, two years of wind data 
supporting output projections, final land leases, and explained in detail that BPA had stated 
transmission would be available to Idaho Power’s Minidoka substation. Id at Exhibit D. 
Wasatch Wind informed Mr. Allphin that on June 30, 2010, Wasatch Wind submitted into 
BPA’s NOS and that by August 18, 2010, BPA would require Wasatch Wind to post the security 
of approximately $800,000 for this NOS transmission process. Id at Exhibit D, p.  2. This July 
14, 2010 letter also requested that Idaho Power investigate availability of transmission on its 
system to its load center and provided completed Transmission Capacity Application 
Questionnaires for each project. Id at Exhibit D, pp.  2-13. But the letter also explained, "Per 
your suggestion, [Wasatch Wind] went ahead and confirmed on OASIS to the best of our ability 
that there is capacity form Minidoka Substation to Treasure Valley for Idaho Power to obtain 
Network Service on behalf of our Qualifying Facilities." Id. at Exhibit D, p.2. 
Randy Allphin stated on July 21, 2010 in an e-mail, "I have not been able to submit the 
TSR. Been getting buy in from various people, looks like I will probably be filing the TSR 
sometime next week." Id at 146 and Exhibit E, p.  1; see also id at Exhibit E, p.  2 (Mr. 
Allphin’s June 29, 2010 email stating his routine process was to "not develop a draft agreement 
for a particular project until the interconnection and transmission is pinned down"). After some 
more unsuccessful communications, Wasatch Wind became frustrated with the lack of progress, 
and decided to retain attorneys to assist in the negotiations. Id at In 47-48. 
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Wasatch Wind sent Idaho Power an email on August 17, 2010, in which it clarified that it 
was formally requesting two power sales contracts for PURPA projects, and explained that each 
of the Projects would be physically limited such that each would generate no more than 10 
average megawatts in a single month. Id at ¶149-50  and Exhibit F. The email also included, 
yet again, the two completed Transmission Capacity Application Questionnaires for the two 
separate projects. Id at Exhibit F, pp.  5-16. This August 17th  email also stated that Wasatch 
Wind did "not believe the study process should delay the submission of execution ready power 
purchase agreements. With the substantial delay security being required in recent Idaho Power 
PPM, the risk of our project’s failing to come on line due to transmission constraints is 
completely mitigated." Id at Exhibit F, p.  1; see also Id. at Exhibit A, p  1 (Mr. Allphin’s March 
2010 email describing the delay security clause). From emails and a telephone conversation in 
late August, Wasatch Wind understood there to be a question as to whether Idaho Power would 
agree to submit a request to its transmission personnel for both Grouse Creek QFs at the same 
time. Id. atlJSl. 
On October 1, 2010, counsel for Wasatch Wind sent a letter to Idaho Power for each 
Grouse Creek QF, expressing Wasatch Wind’s intent to obligate the QFs to two power sales 
agreements for the two QF projects. Id at 152-57 and Exhibit G. These letters listed several 
standard terms applicable through Commission orders, including the daily and seasonality load 
shape price adjustments (Order No. 30415), as well as the wind integration charge, mechanical 
availability guarantee, and wind forecasting and cost sharing provisions (Order No. 30488). Id at 
Exhibit G. The October 1 -4 letters objected to any further delay in submitting both TSRs on 
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Idaho Power’s system. Id. The October V4 letters expressed Wasatch Wind’s concern also with 
the legality of the high $45/kw delay liquidated damages security provision Idaho Power had begun 
requiring, and stated the QFs would agree "to any amount deemed reasonable by the Commission 
if Idaho Power insists on a provision requiring Wasatch to post a delay default liquidated 
damages security." Id. at Exhibit G, pp.  3, 11. The October 1 letters provided very detailed 
project information for each of the Grouse Creek QFs, and stated that both projects would now 
be sized at 21 MW of maximum capacity and again stated they would generate under 10 aMW. 
Id. at Exhibit G. Idaho Power did not respond by October 27, 2010, and counsel for Wasatch 
Wind sent a follow up letter to Idaho Power on that same date, reminding Idaho Power that it had 
still not even provided draft contracts. Id. at 1 58 and Exhibit H. 
On November 1, 2010, Idaho Power responded with a letter from Mr. Aliphin, stating 
that he had not yet submitted the TSRs to Idaho Power’s transmission personnel. Id at IM 59-60 
and Exhibit I. Mr. Allphin stated Idaho Power would file TSRs for Grouse Creek Wind Park I 
for nameplate rating of 21 MW and Grouse Creek Wind Park II for nameplate rating of 21 MW. 
Id. at 161 and Exhibit i. Id Mr. Allphin’s November V t letter also expressed Idaho Power’s 
position that the Projects must agree to a $45/kw delay security amount, and for the first time 
provided a draft standard FESA for the Projects. Id This FESA contained the $45/kw delay 
security clause, Id. It also required in Section 5.7, that prior to execution of the FESA, with 
regard to the TSR for Idaho Power’s system, "Results of the initial transmission capacity request 
Although Mr. Aliphin’s November 1, 2010 letter seemed to imply that he had withheld the TSRs on 
account of changes in the project sizes, the same changes did not compromise Wasatch Wind’s ability to proceed 
through the interconnection and PTP transmission processes with Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative and BPA. 
See Id at IM 22, 23, 30. 
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are known and acceptable to the Seller," and that "Seller must provide evidence that the Seller 
has acquired firm transmission capacity from all required transmitting entities to deliver the 
Facility’s energy to an acceptable point of delivery on the Idaho Power electrical system." Id. at 
Exhibit I, pp.  16-17. 
The QFs had not met these transmission requirements. In the case of the TSR on Idaho 
Power’s system, Mr. Allphin had not yet even initiated that process despite repeated requests to 
do so since at least June 2010. In the case of BPA, compliance with Idaho Power’s requirement 
would have required the QFs to obligate themselves to long-term PTP wheeling agreements prior 
to any assurance they could secure executed power sales contracts with the published rates. 
Then, on November 5, 2010, Idaho Power, along with Avista Utilities and Rocky 
Mountain Power, filed the Joint Motion to Reduce the Published Rate Eligibility Cap. See Case 
No. GNR-E-10-04. The Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and the Grouse Creek Wind Park II, 
LLC each filed complaints against Idaho Power on November 8, 2010. The Complaints alleged 
the QFs had "expressed a willingness to agree to a delay security damages clause reasonably 
calculated by the Commission to approximate Idaho Power’s damages in the event of a delay 
default, and [that each QF] remain[ed] committed to such a provision deemed reasonable by the 
Commission." Complaints, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 and -30, at 1 9. Further, the QFs alleged 
that with the "commitment to such a provision, Idaho Power’s insistence on completion of the 
Because the Complaints were filed in separate dockets (IPC-E-10-29 and -30) from the instant contract 
approval dockets (IPC-E-l0-61 and -62), the Complaints were not previously a part of the record in these contract 
approval dockets. Therefore, the Grouse Creek QFs are including the Complaints as attachments to the Affidavit of 
Gregory M. Adams, filed contemporaneously with this brief for the convenience of the Commission. This brief will 
cite to the Complaints themselves. 
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protracted interconnection and transmission processes prior to executing a PPA is unreasonable." 
Id 
After the Commission did not grant the immediate reduction in the published rate 
eligibility cap, on November 19, 2010, Idaho Power and the QFs agreed to stay the complaint 
proceeding and execute standard QF wind contracts containing the published rates. Id at 170. 
Idaho Power sent a letter dated November 24,2010, acknowledging Wasatch Wind’s agreement 
to accept the $45/kw security clause, and highlighting some provisions of the November 1 
FESA, including those regarding curtailment for system reliability purposes. Id at 171 and 
Exhibit J. Idaho Power’s November 24th  letter requested that the QFs fill in project-specific 
information in the November 1 FESA and "return the draft to Idaho Power so that the Company 
can then initiate the Sarbanes-Oxley contract approval process and generate an executable draft 
for signatures." Id 
On December 2, 2010, Wasatch Wind sent a letter and versions of the Idaho Power’s 
November 1 contract for each project, containing all project specifics. Id at 172 and Exhibit 
K.5 Wasatch Wind’s December 2h1(  letter confirmed the parties’ agreement that the FESAs 
would not contain the onerous transmission requirements in Section 5.7, but would contain the 
$45/kw delay security clauses. Id at Exhibit K, p. 1. The letter also confirmed the QFs 
understood the provisions of the November l FESA highlighted in Idaho Power’s November 
24th letter. hi No dispute remained regarding the terms and provisions of the FESAs. 
Idaho Power confirmed receipt on December 7, 2010. Id at 174. On December 9, 2010, 
The Affidavit of Christine Mikell contains a typo referring to Idaho Power’s draft FESA provided 
November l’ as "Idaho Power’s November 30th 
 contract." See Ed at 172. 
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counsel for Wasatch Wind requested through email to Idaho Power that the FESAs contain 
online dates of a First Energy Date of June 2013 and a Commercial Online Date of December 
2013, rather than the dates filled in by the QFs in contracts provided on December 2, which 
were First Energy in December 2012 and Commercial Online Date June 2013. Id. at 11 75 . This 
change was consistent with the delay necessary in the wheeling arrangements over BPA’s system 
caused when Wasatch Wind decided not to submit the $794,396 for the 2010 NOS, and instead 
proceeded through the traditional TSR on BPA’s OASIS in August 2010. See Ed at ¶11 27-29 . 
Idaho Power next contacted the QFs on December 14, 2010, but it only responded to ask 
for clarification for the cartographic sections within which the QFs were located and for the 
identity of the transmitting entity, which items had inadvertently been omitted from blank spaces 
in the contracts Wasatch Wind provided on December 2, 2010. Id at 1176.  However, the Grouse 
Creek QFs previously provided the precise cartographic sections in the October 1 letters. See 
Ed at Exhibit G, pp. 5,13. And Wasatch Wind had stated that BPA would be the transmitting 
entity on multiple occasions. See Ed at Exhibit A, p.2  (February 26, 2010), Exhibit C, p.  9 (June 
17, 2010); Exhibit D, pp.  1-2, 5, 7, 11, 13 (July 14, 2010); Exhibit F, p.  1, 7, 9, 13, 15 (August 
17, 2010); Exhibit 0, pp.  1, 6, 9, 15 (October 1, 2010); Complaints, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 and 
-30, at 17 (November 8, 2010). 
On December 15, 2010, Idaho Power stated that the online dates provided December 9th 
would be included in the contracts, and later that day counsel for the QFs provided the same 
information regarding the transmitting entity and the same cartographic sections previously 
provided. Affidavit of Christine Mikell, at 177. On December 16,-2010, Idaho Power provided 
REPLY LEGAL BRIEF OF GROUSE CREEK QFs 
CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61, IPC-E-10-62 
PAGE 15 
333 of 399
sel r   t d h il  I  t the FES s contain 
f a First Energy Date of June 2013 and a Co mercial Online Date of December 
, r t    l    ts ided on ce ber ~  which 
i  ec er  a  o ercial nline ate June 2013. t, 75. 
  '
s t  ind decided not to submit the $794,396 for the 2010 NOS, and instead 
  t iti l  on PA's I  in ugust 2010.  i  t" 27-29. 
t t t  t  s on ece ber 14, 2010, but it only responded to ask 
 i  cart   i    l an  for the 
 it  f l k spaces 
t  i  r i   ece ber 2, 2 . t, 76. However, the Grouse 
i l  provi e  the precise cartographic sections in the October 1 st l tters.  
i , 13. And Wasatch Wind had stated that BPA would be the transmitting 
 lti l  ccasi s.  i   p. 2 , i it , p.  
2 i it , pp. -2, , 7, 11, 13 (July 14,2010); Exhibit F, p. , 1
2 G, pp. , , , 1  ( ct er 1, ); - -I  and 
t, 7 ( ove ber 8, ). 
 1 , 20 , Idaho Power stated that the online dates provided December 9th 
 i t c  l t pro i  t  sa e 
ti   tr e t an  the same cartographic sections previously 
avit / i e ike l, t, 77. On December 16,·2010, Idaho Power provided 
 I   S   Fs 
I - -I  , IP -E-I - 2 
the executable FESAs, which counsel for Wasatch Wind sent by overnight delivery to Wasatch 
Wind, which is not located in Boise. Id at 178. These versions of the FESAs were consistent 
with the parties’ agreement, well in advance of December 14, 2010, to remove the requirements 
in section 5.7 for completion of transmission processes. Id On December 20, 2010, the Grouse 
Creek QF and the Grouse Creek II QF executed the FESAs, and sent them by overnight delivery 
to Idaho Power. Id at 179. Idaho Power executed the FESAs on December 28, 2010. 
LEGAL BACKGROUND 
A. 	 The Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978’s Mandatory Purchase Provisions 
This case involves the Commission’s implementation of the mandatory purchase 
obligation of PURPA, which requires electric utilities to purchase power produced by 
cogenerators or small power producers that obtain status as a QF. 16 U.S.C. § 824a-3(aX2). 
Congress’s intent "was to encourage the promotion and development of renewable energy 
technologies as alternatives to fossil fuels and the construction of new generating facilities by 
electric utilities." Rosebud Enterprises, Inc. v. Idaho Pub. Util. Commn., 128 Idaho 609, 613, 
917 P.2d 766, 780 (1996); see also FERC v. Mississippi, 456 U.S. 742, 750, 102 S.Ct. 2126, 
2132-2133 (1982). 
The price PURPA section 210(b) requires the utilities to pay to QFs in exchange for a 
QF’s electrical output is termed the avoided cost rate, which is the cost to the utility of producing 
the energy itself or purchasing it from an alternative source. 16 U.S.C. § 824a-3(b), (d). 
FERC’s regulations entitle QFs to long term contract rates set at the purchasing utility’s full 
avoided costs at the time the QF commits itself to a legally enforceable obligation to deliver its 
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project’s output over a specified term. 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(a), (b), (d)(2)(ii); Cedar Creek Wind 
LLC, 137 FERC 161,006 at ¶1!  30-37; JD Wind 1, LLC, 130 FERC 161,127,123  (2010); see 
also American Paper Institute, Inc. v. FERC, 461 U.S. 402, 417-18, 103 S.Ct. 1921, 1930 
(1983). FERC’s regulations require utilities to publish "standard rates" available for long term 
contracts available to QFs below a state-implemented maximum generating capacity. 18 C.F.R. 
§ 292.304(c)(l)-(3). The IPUC has traditionally set the eligibility cap for published avoided cost 
rates at 10 average monthly MW. But on February 7, 2011, the IPUC reduced the eligibility cap 
to 100 kw nameplate capacity for wind and solar QFs and stated the effective date of this 
reduction would be December 14, 2010. See Order No. 32176, at 11-12. 
B. 	 The IPUC’s PURPA Grandfathering Precedent Regarding Formation of a Legally 
Enforceable obligation. 
When the published rates change, or become otherwise unavailable to a QF before the QF 
can obtain a written contract, the QF is entitled to grandfathered rates if the QF formed a "legally 
enforceable obligation" prior to the date the rates became unavailable. 18 C.F.R. 
292.3 04(d)(2)(ü). Under the IPUC’s implementation of PURPA, a QF obtains grandfathered 
rates if it can "demonstrate that ’but for’ the actions of [the utility, the QF] was otherwise entitled 
to a power purchase contract" Earth Power Resources, Inc. v. Washington Water Power 
Company, Case No. WWP-E-96-6, Order No. 27231 (1997) (finding utility delayed negotiations 
and therefore QF was entitled to grandfathered rate); see also Blind Canyon Aquaranch v. Idaho 
Power Company, Case No. IPC-E-94-1, Order No. 25802(1994). 
Prior to the "bright line rule" discussed above, the most onerous test the IPUC has ever 
used for determining grandfather eligibility is the pre-filed complaint test. This test requires, 
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prior to the effective date of the rate change, the QF must have obtained an executed contract, or 
have filed a meritorious complaint at the Commission alleging it is entitled to a contract. See 
A. W Brown Co., Inc. v. Idaho Power Co., 121 Idaho 812, 816-18, 828 P.2d 841, 845-47 (1992). 
The Commission has not applied this onerous pre-filed complaint test consistently. The 
Commission has employed much less onerous tests in the past. See, e.g., Blind Canyon 
Aquaranch, Order No. 25802; Earth Power Resources, Inc., Order No. 27231. Indeed, the 
Commission has approved grandfathered rates where no formal writing was even exchanged 
prior to the date the previous rates became unavailable. See Re Approval of a Firm Energy Sales 
Agreement with Yellowstone Power Company, Order 32104, at 12 (2010) (approving of 
grandfathered rates despite "the apparent lack of any written documentation. . . evidencing that 
the terms of a power purchase agreement were materially complete [before the rate change]" in 
part because QF had "familiarity with PURPA projects and the standard terms of Idaho Power’s 
power purchase agreements"). 
C. 	 FERC held that the IPUC’s "bright line rule," requiring a signature of both parties 
prior to formation of a legally enforceable obligation was inconsistent with 18 
C.F.R. 292.304(d)(2)(ll), and noted that a legally enforceable obligation can arise 
prior to memorialization of a contract to a writing. 
In Cedar Creek Wind, FERC held that requiring a fully executed, written contract to 
establish a LEO is inconsistent with 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(d)(2)(ii). FERC explained: 
Thus, under our regulations, a QF has the option to commit itself to sell all or part 
of its electric output to an electric utility. While this may be done through a 
contract, if the electric utility refuses to sign a contract, the QF may seek state 
regulatory authority assistance to enforce the PURPA-imposed obligation on the 
electric utility to purchase from the QF, and a non-contractual, but still legally 
enforceable, obligation will be created pursuant to the state’s implementation of 
PURPA. Accordingly, a QF, by committing itself to sell to an electric utility, also 
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commits the electric utility to buy from the QF; these commitments result either 
in contracts or in non-contractual, but binding, legally enforceable obligations. 
Cedar Creek Wind LLC, 137 FERC 161,006 atlj 32. 
FERC explained that "a legally enforceable obligation may be incurred before the formal 
memorialization of a contract to writing." Id at 136. FERC noted: 
Courts have recognized that negotiations regarding terms that parties to the 
negotiations intend to become a finalized or written contract, may in some 
circumstances result in legally enforceable obligations on those parties 
notwithstanding the absence of a writing. See generally Burbach Broadcasting 
Company ofDelaware v. Elkins Radio Corp., 278 F.3d 401, 407-09 (4th Cir. 
2002); Adjustrite Systems, Inc. v. GAB Business Services, Inc., 145 F.3d 543, 547-
50 (2(1 Cir. 1998); Miller Construction Co. V. Stresstek, 697 P.2d 1201, 1202-04 
(Idaho 1985). 
Id atl36n.62. 
ARGUMENT 
A. 	 The Grouse Creek QFs each satisfy the Commission’s prior grandfather tests for 
forming a legally enforceable obligation on November 8, 2010 by filing meritorious 
Complaints, or alternatively, no later than December 9, 2010 when all terms were 
agreed to by the Grouse Creek QFs and Idaho Power. 
The Grouse Creek QFs each entitled themselves to long term contracts with rates set at 
the published avoided costs in Order No. 31025 because each QF satisfied the Commission’s 
grandfathering tests before December 14, 2010. 
Each QF satisfies even the most stringent grandfather test ever used by the Commission 
because each had a meritorious complaint on file at the Commission on November 8, 2010. See 
A. W. Brown Co., Inc., 121 Idaho at 816-18, 828 P.2d at 845-47. Although it may seem out of the 
ordinary for a party to form a binding contract by filing a complaint against its contracting 
counter party, this is admittedly and necessarily a unique contracting situation. In the words of 
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one court finding a LEO had arisen: "We are not after all, dealing with completely free 
enterprise. We are, rather, dealing with the twilight world of regulated monopolies." Pub. 
Service Co. of Oklahoma v. State ex rel. Oklahoma Corp. Commn., 115 P.3d 861, 873 (Okla. 
2005) (internal quotation omitted). 6 In Idaho, a QF can form a LEO by attempting to negotiate, 
providing the utility with the necessary project information, and filing a complaint after the 
utility refuses to process the request timely and in good faith. 
Each Grouse Creek QF’s Complaint alleged that it attempted to negotiate and committed 
itself to Idaho Power’s standard QF terms. Complaint at 18. Each also alleged that Idaho 
Power’s insistence on completion of the protracted transmission processes prior to executing a 
PPA was unreasonable because the QFs had expressed willingness to agree to a delay delimit 
liquidated damages security provision reasonably calculated to offset Idaho Power’s actual 
damages in the event of a delay default. Id. at ¶1[ 9, 16. 
The allegations in the Complaints were meritorious because the facts asserted therein are 
now supported by the record discussed above. Despite diligent efforts for many months prior to 
filing the Complaints, the QFs did not even obtain a draft contract until November 1, 2010, 
apparently due to Idaho Power’s position that it does not even provide draft contracts until after 
interconnection and transmission are "pinned down." Affidavit of Christine Mikell, Exhibit E, p. 
2. Even then, the draft contract contained the onerous requirements that the QFs secure firm 
transmission to Idaho Power and proceed through Idaho Power’s internal TSR process prior to 
execution. The QFs had no trouble progressing through the interconnection and transmission 
6 	 See also Snow Mountain Pine v. Maudhn, 84 Or. App. 590,600,734 P2d 1366, 1371 (1987). 
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processes on BPA’s system. But the QFs had no power to begin Idaho Power’s internal TSR 
process, and Idaho Power did not begin that process until November 4, 2010, despite repeated 
requests that it do so many months earlier. That Wasatch Wind reduced the capacity of the QFs 
caused no problem in the interconnection and transmission processes with Raft River Rural 
Electric Cooperative and BPA, and should not have been a problem for Idaho Power’s 
transmission personnel’s processing either, if Idaho Power had initiated its TSR process when 
initially requested. See Affidavit of Christine Mikell at In 22-23, 30. 
Idaho Power ultimately agreed to execute standard PURPA contracts without regard to 
the status of the transmission processes that had delayed exchange of written contracts for 
several months. Further, the QFs’ position on the liquidated damages provision was entirely 
consistent with Idaho law and Commission orders. See Magic Valley Truck Brokers, Inc. v. 
Meyer, 133 Idaho 110, 117,982 P.2d 945,952 (Ct. App. 1999); Order No. 30608. That written 
contracts were executed shortly after filing of the Complaints further underscores the merit to the 
allegations that the QFs had done everything in their power to obligate themselves prior to filing 
the Complaints. 
Additionally, the large sums of money and time spent on developing the projects and the 
advanced stage of their maturity evidences their intent to obligate themselves to the FESAs. See 
In the Matter of Cassia Wind to Determine Exemption Status, Case No. IPC-E-05-35, Order No. 
29954, 2-4 (2006) (finding wind QF entitled to grandfathered rates based on maturity of 
development of project when it had merely submitted a completed application for 
interconnection study, including the applicable fee, and had performed wind studies, commenced 
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Preliminary permitting and licensing activities, and made efforts to secure sites to place 
turbines); Affidavit of Christine Mikell at 4M 12, 25. Prior to filing Complaints, the Grouse Creek 
QFs had entered into an Interconnection Agreement, had obtained all necessary real property 
rights for the sites, collected over two years of wind data, conducted extensive wildlife and 
vegetation studies, and attempted to negotiate various aspects of the projects with Idaho Power 
for almost a year. 
Finally, even if the filing of the Complaints did not create a LEO in this case, the QFs’ 
demonstrated knowledge and agreement to all of the final contract terms evidences the intent of 
the QFs in this case to obligate themselves no later than December 9, 2010, under IPUC 
grandfather precedent. See Re Approval of a Firm Energy Sales Agreement with Yellowstone 
Power Company, Order 32104, at 12. The Grouse Creek QFs had obtained and reviewed a draft 
PURPA FESA from Idaho Power on November 1, 2010, a month and a half prior to the rate 
change date, and letters exchanged between the parties on November 24, 2010, and December 2, 
2010, confirm the mutual understanding of the terms in the final FESAs. No terms or project 
specifics changed after December 9, 2010. All material terms and project specifics were well 
settled and agreed to by the Grouse Creek QFs and Idaho Power by December 9, 2010, and a 
LEO arose on or before that date. 
B. 	 FERC’s Cedar Creek Wind declaratory order compels the Commission to apply its 
customary grandfathering criteria, and determine that the Grouse Creek QFs 
formed a legally enforceable obligation prior to December 14,2010. 
The remand from the Supreme Court in this matter provides the Commission with the 
opportunity to apply its prior grandfather criteria to the Grouse Creek QFs FESAS to determine 
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when a legally enforceable obligation arose, and modify its prior orders pursuant to I.C. § 61-
624. In its prior orders, the Commission did not apply its existing grandfather precedent. 
Rather, the Commission announced a "bright line rule" that "a Firm Energy Sales 
Agreement/Power Purchase Agreement must be executed, i.e., signed by both parties to the 
agreement, prior to the effective date of the change in eligibility criteria." Order No. 32257 at 10. 
The Commission stated as follows: 
The primary issue to be determined in these cases is whether the Agreements 
which utilize the published avoided cost rate were executed before the eligibility 
cap for published rates was lowered to 100 kW on December 14, 2010, for wind 
and solar projects. "According to the FERC, ’it is up to the States, not [FERC] to 
determine the specific parameters of individual QF power purchase agreements, 
including the date at which a legally enforceable obligation is incurred under State 
law." [Rosebud Enterprises, Inc., v. Idaho Public Utilities Commission, 128 
Idaho 609, 623-24, 917 P.2d 766, 780-81 (1996)], citing West Penn Power Co., 71 
FERC 161, 153 (1995). We find that the Agreements were not fully executed 
(signed by both parties) prior to December 14, 2010. More specifically, each Firm 
Energy Sales Agreement states that the "Effective Date" of the Agreement is "The 
date stated in the opening paragraph of this Agreement representing the date 
upon which this [Agreement] was fully executed by both Parties." Agreements ¶ 
1.11. The opening paragraph is dated "this 28 day of December, 2010." 
Agreements at 1. It is clear that the Projects signed the Agreements on December 
20, and Idaho Power signed on December 28, 2010. Id. at 29. Thus, on the date 
the two Agreements became effective, published avoided cost rates were available 
only to wind and solar projects with a design capacity of 100 kW or less. 
Order No. 32257 at 9. 
The Commission acknowledged that "[t]he Projects also argue that ’[w]hen the published 
rates change or become otherwise unavailable to a QF before the QF can obtain a contract, the 
QF is entitled to grandfathered rates if it can ’demonstrate that but for the actions of [the utility, 
the QF] was otherwise entitled to a power purchase contract.’ Comments at 7." Id. Notably, the 
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Commission did not expressly disagree with the Grouse Creek QFs that they had met all past 
grandfathering criteria utilized by Idaho’s implementation of 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(d)(2)(ii). 
Rather, the Commission stated, "Because published avoided cost rates remain unchanged and 
only the eligibility size has changed, grandfathering criteria applied to rate changes are not 
applicable here." Id Nothing precludes the Commission from applying its grandfather 
precedent at this time. 
As noted above, a formal, final writing is clearly not required for a QF to form a LEO. 
Consistent with the IPUC’s existing grandfather precedent implementing FERC’s LEO rule and 
Idaho contract law, FERC declared that a final written agreement is not necessary to establish a 
legally enforceable obligation. Cedar Creek Wind LLC, 137 FERC 161,006 at 136 & n.62; see 
also Evco Sound & Electronics, Inc. v. Seaboard Surety Company, 148 Idaho 357, 365,223 P.3d 
740, 748 (2009); Miller Construction Co. v. Stresstek, 108 Idaho 187, 188-89; 697 P.2d 1201, 
1202-04 (1985); Re Approval ofa Firm Energy Sales Agreement with Yellowstone Power 
Company, Order 32104, at 12. Pursuant to the IPUC’s LEO criteria, a LEO arose on November 
8, 2011, on which date the Grouse Creek QFs’ filed meritorious complaints alleging that they 
committed themselves to Idaho Power QF FESAs with standard terms and published rates 
approved by the IPUC. Alternatively, the Grouse Creek QFs established a LEO, at the very 
latest on December 9, 2011, by which time every word in the final contracts was known and not 
subject to any dispute or reasonable misunderstanding whatsoever. 
Idaho Power’s contrary position rests on one faulty legal premise and one faulty factual 
premise. Legally, Idaho Power’s argument fails because Idaho Power incorrectly concludes, 
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despite Cedar Creek Wind and the IPUC’s past precedent, that a LEO cannot be formed until a 
formal writing is signed. See Idaho Power’s Legal Brief at 6-7 (asserting "Grouse Creek did not 
obligate itself to sell its electricity to Idaho Power until well after December 14, 2010, when it 
signed the PPA on December 21,2010"). That is simply incorrect because a legally enforceable 
obligation may be formed before memorialization of a contract to a formal writing. 
Factually, Idaho Power’s argument fails because it rests on the mistaken position that 
Idaho Power did not know the projects’ transmission provider or their precise locations until 
December 15, 2010. See Idaho Power’s Legal Brief at 11-12; Affidavit of Randy Aliphin at 111 
17-19 and Exhibits 13-15. Idaho Power states these items were unknown because they were 
inadvertently omitted from the completed written contract sent to Idaho Power from the Grouse 
Creek QFs on December 2, 2010. 
Again, Idaho Power’s characterization is simply incorrect because Idaho Power 
possessed both of these items far in advance of December 2010. The Grouse Creek QFs 
previously provided the cartographic sections in the October 1, 2010 letters. See Affidavit of 
Christine Mike!! at Exhibit (1, pp. 5, 13. The sections in Exhibit B of the executed FESAs before 
the Commission are no different from those in the October 1 letters And Wasatch Wind had 
stated that BPA would be the transmitting entity on multiple occasions. See id at Exhibit A, p.2 
(February 26, 2010), Exhibit C, p.  9 (June 17, 2010); Exhibit D, pp. 1-2, 5, 7, 11, 13 (July 14, 
2010); Exhibit F, p.  1, 7, 9, 13, 15 (August 17,2010); Exhibit Ci, pp.  1, 6, 9, 15 (October 1, 
2010); Complaints, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 and -30, at ¶ 7 (November 8, 2010). Idaho Power 
attempts to create confusion regarding whether BPA or PaciflCorp would be the transmitting 
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entity. See Affidavit ofRandyAllphin at 1 17. But Idaho Power’s alleged confusion is 
misleading, at best. Idaho Power points to no evidence - other than Mr. Aliphin’s allegation of 
his own confusion - to support the assertion that the Grouse Creek QFs ever envisioned using 
PacifiCorp’s transmission system. Doing so would require building a 70 mile interconnection 
line from the projects to the nearest PaciflCorp line. PacifiCoip has no transmission or 
distribution lines anywhere near the projects. The record compels a conclusion that Idaho Power 
did understand BPA to be the transmitting entity, and no reasonable confusion existed on or after 
December 14, 2010. A LEO therefore existed before December 14, 2010. 
CONCLUSION 
For the reasons set forth above, a legally enforceable obligation arose on November 8, 
2010 with the filing of the meritorious Complaints, or alternatively, no later than December 9, 
2010 when every word in the final written contracts was known and agreed to by the Grouse 
Creek QFs and Idaho Power. Therefore, the Grouse Creek QFs respectfully request that the 
Commission exercise its authority under I.C. § 61-624, and modify its prior orders to approve the 
Firm Energy Sales Agreements. 
Respectfully submitted this 27th 
 day of February 2012. 
RICHARDSON & O’LEARY, PLLC 
~4u1 
Richardson 
Gregory M. Adams 
Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind Park. 
LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
REPLY LEGAL BRIEF OF GROUSE CREEK QFs 
CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61, IPC-E-10-62 
PAGE 26 
344 of 399
it f Randy Allphin t, . ut I er'  ll ed confusion is 
Idaho Power points to no evidence  than r. Al i 's ll  
rt t     i  
r ' s i Doing so would 
 j    est cifi p line. i rp h s n  tr ission or 
i ti  the rojects. l i n  
 l  f
, . A LEO therefore r 
t th ove, l  i  ose r 8, 
 t erit r  Co plaints, or alternati ely, no later r 
h ever  wor  in the final wri te    and agr ed t r
o . Therefor , the Grouse Creek QFs respectfu ly t
i n xercise §  
r ent . 
t  27t  
i~'rnARY'PllC 
,
i  ar  n  
  RI  F SE CREEK QFs 
. IP -E-I0-61, IPC-E-I0-62 
 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 27th day of February, 2012, a true and correct copy of 
the within and foregoing REPLY LEGAL BRIEF OF THE GROUSE CREEK WIND 
PARK, LLC, GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC was served as shown to the following 
parties: 
Commission Staff 
Kristine Sasser 
Deputy Attorney General 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 W. Washington Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Kri&Sasser.puc.idaho.gov  
Lisa Nordstrom 
Jason Williams 
Donovan Walker 
Idaho Power Company 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
dwalker(ªidahopower.com  
jwilliamsidahopower.com 
 
lnordstromidah000wer.com  
Randy Aliphin 
Idaho Power Company 
P0 Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707 
rallnhm@idahonower.com 
 
()U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(x) Hand Delivered 
()Overnight Mail 
()Facsimile 
(x) Electronic Mail 
)U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(x) Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
()Facsimile 
(x) Electronic Mail 
()U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
(x) Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) Electronic Mail 
film  
REPLY LEGAL BRIEF OF GROUSE CREEK QFs 
CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61, IPC-E-10-62 
PAGE 27 
345 of 399
 t  t   f e r ar , 2012, a tr e and co rect copy of 
 d foregoing REPLY LE    I  
,  fi   w s served as shown to the fo lo ing 
: 
ff 
l 
s.Sas er@Puc.idaho.
 
O  
@idahopower.com
ia S@idahopower.com
strom@idahopower.co
l
 
O  
p in p
Signed·rL~tGL~· ==--_
 ) U.S. Mail, Postage Pre i  
 
 ) Overnight ail 
 ) Facsimile 
il
(  .S. ail, Postage Prepaid 
) vernight ail 
 ) Facsimil
il 
 ) U.S. Mail, Postage Pre ai  
) vernight il 
) Facsi ile 
    s 
IO , I - IO-  
Office of the Secretary 
Service Date 
September 7, 2012 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF ) 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY FOR A 
	 ) 
DETERMINATION REGARDING THE FIRM ) 
ENERGY SALES AGREEMENT FOR THE 
	 ) 
SALE AND PURCHASE OF ELECTRIC 
	 ) 
ENERGY BETWEEN IDAHO POWER 
	 ) 
COMPANY AND GROUSE CREEK WIND 
	 ) 
PARK, LLC (10-61) AND GROUSE CREEK 
	 ) 
WIND PARK II, LLC (10-62). 
	 ) 
) 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC and 
	 ) 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC, 	 ) 
) 
Petitioners/Appellants, 	 ) 
) 
V. 	 ) 
) 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, ) 
) 
Respondent, Respondent on Appeal, 
	 ) 
) 
and 	 ) 
) 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 
	 ) 
) 
Respondent-Intervenor/Respondent 	 ) 
on Appeal. 	 ) 
SUPREME COURT 
DOCKET NO. 39151-2011 
IPUC CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61 
IPC-E-1 0-62 
ORDER NO. 32635 
On July 27, 2011, the Commission issued Final Order on Reconsideration No. 32299 
affirming its initial decision to not approve two Power Purchase Agreements ("PPAs" or 
"Agreements") entered into between the Grouse Creek Wind Park projects (collectively referred 
to as "Grouse Creek") and Idaho Power Company pursuant to the federal Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA). Based upon the express terms of the Agreements, 
the Commission found that the PPAs were not effective prior to December 14, 2010 the date on 
which the eligibility for PURPA published avoided cost rates in Idaho changed from 10 average 
megawatts (aMW) to 100 kilowatts (kW) for wind and solar qualifying facilities (QFs). Final 
Order No. 32257. Because each of the PPAs requested published avoided cost rates but the 
projects were in excess of 100 kW, the Commission found that the published rates were not 
available to the wind projects. 
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On September 7, 2011, Grouse Creek appealed the Commission’s Orders to the Idaho 
Supreme Court, On October 4, 2011, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
issued a Declaratory Order in what appeared to be a similarly situated case ("the Cedar Creek 
Case") stating that the Idaho Commission’s decision not to approve Cedar Creek’s PPAs was 
inconsistent with PURPA and FERC’s regulations. Notice of Intent Not to Act and Declaratory 
Order, 137 FERC ¶ 61,006 (Oct. 4, 2011). On November 3, 2011, in response to FERC’s 
Declaratory Order, Grouse Creek, this Commission and Idaho Power filed a Stipulated Motion 
with the Idaho Supreme Court to suspend the appeal and remand the matter to the PUC. The 
Court granted the Motion on November 22, 2011. 
Grouse Creek, Idaho Power and Commission Staff met to discuss settlement of the 
issues on December 9, 2011, and December 22, 2011. Settlement discussions were unfruitful. 
The Commission directed the parties to file legal briefs and oral argument was held on March 7, 
2012. After reviewing the underlying record, arguments of the parties and controlling statutory 
and case law, we decline to approve the two Power Purchase Agreements between Grouse Creek 
and Idaho Power based on the avoided cost rates contained in the Agreements, and as more fully 
described herein. 
BACKGROUND 
A. The Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) 
On December 28, 2010, Idaho Power and the two Grouse Creek wind projects 
entered into their respective PPAs. Under the terms of the PPAs, each wind project agrees to sell 
electric energy to Idaho Power for a 20-year term using 10 aMW non-levelized published 
avoided cost rates. Applications at 4. The nameplate rating of each project is 21 MW. Under 
normal and/or average conditions, each wind QF will not sell more than 10 aMW on a monthly 
basis to Idaho Power. The projects are located near Lynn, Utah. 
Each project selected June 1, 2013, as the "Scheduled First Energy Date" and 
December 1, 2013, as the "Scheduled Operation Date." Applications at 5. Idaho Power asserted 
that it advised each project of the project’s responsibility to work with Idaho Power’s delivery 
business unit to ensure that sufficient time and resources would be available for the delivery unit 
to construct the necessary interconnection facilities, and transmission upgrades if required, in 
time to allow the projects to achieve their December 1, 2013, Scheduled Operation Date. The 
Applications state that the projects have been advised that delays in the interconnection or 
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transmission process do not constitute excusable delays and if a project fails to achieve its 
Scheduled Operation Date, delay damages will be assessed. Id. at 6. The Applications further 
maintain that Grouse Creek has acknowledged and accepted the risks inherent in proceeding with 
its PPAs without knowledge of the actual requirements for interconnection facilities and possible 
transmission upgrades. Id. at 7. In each PPA, the parties have agreed to liquidated damage and 
security provisions of $45 per kW of nameplate capacity. Agreements ¶j 5.3.2, 5.8.1. Idaho 
Power also maintained that each project was aware of and accepted the provisions in the 
Agreements and Idaho Power’s approved Schedule 72 regarding non-compensated curtailment or 
disconnection of the project should certain operating conditions develop on Idaho Power’s 
system. 
By its own terms, the "Effective Date" for each PPA is "[t]he date stated in the 
opening paragraph of this Firm Energy Sales Agreement representing the date upon which this 
Firm Energy Sales Agreement was fully executed by both Parties." Agreements ¶ 1.11. The 
opening paragraph of each Agreement reflects that they were "entered into" on December 28, 
2010. Id. at p. 1. Each Agreement further states that it will not become effective until the 
Commission has approved all of the terms and conditions and declares that all payments made by 
Idaho Power to Grouse Creek for purchases of energy will be allowed as prudently incurred 
expenses for ratemaking purposes. Agreements ¶ 21.1. 
B. Order No. 32257 
On June 8, 2011, the Commission issued final Order No. 32257 disapproving the two 
Agreements between Idaho Power and each of the wind projects - Grouse Creek Wind Park and 
Grouse Creek Wind Park II) The Commission determined that the Agreements were not fully 
executed (signed by both parties) prior to December 14, 2010, the date upon which the eligibility 
for published avoided cost rates changed from 10 aMW to 100 kW for wind and solar projects. 
Order No. 32176. Consequently, the Commission found that the rates contained in the 
Agreements were no longer available because each of the projects requested published avoided 
cost rates and each QF was larger than 100 kW. Order No. 32257 at 10. 
The Commission found that Grouse Creek signed each Agreement on December 20, 
2010, and Idaho Power signed on December 28, 2010. Id. at 9. The Commission also noted that 
The two projects had previously filed consolidated comments maintaining that the "relevant facts for each of these 
two projects are substantially similar." Project Comments at ni. Consequently, the Commission found it 
reasonable and appropriate to consolidate the cases and issue a consolidated final Order. Order No. 32257 at n. 1. 
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the Agreements contain language regarding the effective date. The terms of the Agreements 
unequivocally state that the "Effective Date" of the Agreements is "The date stated in the 
opening paragraph of this. . . Agreement representing the date upon which this [Agreement] was 
fully executed by both Parties." Agreements ¶ 1.10. The opening paragraph is dated "this 28 
day of December, 2010." 
The Commission stated that "[t]he Commission does not consider a utility and its 
ratepayers obligated until both parties have completed their final reviews and signed the 
agreement." Order No. 32257 at 9. The Commission observed that "a thorough review is 
appropriate and necessary prior to signing Agreements that obligate ratepayers to payments in 
excess of $230 million" over the 20-year term of the Agreements. Id. The Commission 
established a bright line rule that for a wind or solar QF larger than 100 kW to be eligible for 
published avoided cost rates, the Power Purchase Agreement must have been executed, i.e., 
signed by both parties, prior to the December 14, 2010, effective date of the change in eligibility 
criteria. Id. at 10. The Commission concluded that it was "not in the public interest to allow 
parties with contracts executed on or after December 14, 2010, to avail themselves of an 
eligibility cap that is no longer applicable." Id. 
C. Reconsideration of Order No. 32257 
On June 29, 2011, Grouse Creek filed a timely Petition for Reconsideration of the 
Commission’s final Order No. 32257. Grouse Creek argued that, pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 
292.304(d)(2)(ii), a QF is entitled to the rates that are in effect on the date the QF incurred a 
legally enforceable obligation to provide energy. The projects maintained that the "obligation to 
purchase a QF’s output is created by the QF committing itself to sell to an electric utility, which 
also commits the electric utility to buy from the QF." Reconsideration Petition at 5. Based on 
this premise, Grouse Creek argued that the Commission’s final Order was arbitrary and 
capricious and not in conformity with controlling federal law because it requires a utility’s 
signature to establish a legally enforceable obligation. 
On July 6, 2011, Idaho Power filed an Answer to the Petition for Reconsideration. 
Idaho Power maintained that the Commission’s final Order is based on substantial and 
competent evidence. The utility asserted that it was "not in the public interest to allow parties 
with contracts executed on or after December 14, 2010, to avail themselves of [a published rate] 
that is no longer applicable." Answer at 6 quoting Order No. 32257 at 9. Idaho Power asserted 
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that the Commission was acting within its discretion and, therefore, reconsideration should be 
denied. Id. at 8-9. 
On July 27, 2011, the Commission issued Order No. 32299 denying the projects’ 
Petition for Reconsideration. The Order stated that the parties entered into a legally enforceable 
obligation at the time that both parties executed the Power Purchase Agreements. By their very 
terms, the Agreements were not effective until December 28, 2010. Agreements ¶ 1.11. On that 
date, wind projects larger than 100 kW were no longer entitled to the 10 aMW published avoided 
cost rate. This Commission explained that "FERC regulations grant the states latitude in 
implementing the regulation of sales and purchases between QFs and electric utilities." Order 
32299 at 7 citing Federal Energy Regulatory Commission v. Mississippi, 456 U.S. 742, 102 S.Ct. 
2126, 72 L.Ed.2d 532 (1982). In determining when the parties incurred a legally enforceable 
obligation, the Commission properly exercised the authority granted us by FERC. id. 
The Commission further explained that nothing cited by Grouse Creek demonstrated 
that the Commission’s Order is arbitrary, capricious or inconsistent with federal law. The 
Commission noted that FERC specifically delegated authority to the state commissions to 
determine when and how a legally enforceable obligation is created. The Commission also 
determined that its decision is in the public interest and strikes a balance between "the local 
public interest of a utility’s electric consumers and the national public interest in development of 
alternative energy sources." Rosebud Enterprises v. Idaho PUG, 128 Idaho 609, 613, 917 P.2d 
766, 770 (1996). 
D. Appeal and Remand 
On September 7, 2011, Grouse Creek appealed the Commission’s Orders to the Idaho 
Supreme Court. On October 4, 2011, while the appeal was pending, FERC issued a Declaratory 
Order in the Cedar Creek case that the PUC’s decision not to approve Cedar Creek’s PPAs was 
inconsistent with PURPA and FERC’s regulations implementing PURPA. Notice of Intent Not 
to Act and Declaratory Order, 137 FERC ¶ 61,006 (Oct. 4, 2011). FERC construed this 
Commission’s final Order in the Cedar Creek case as "limiting the creation of a legally 
enforceable obligation only to QFs that have [PPAs] . . . signed by both parties to the 
agreement." Id. at ¶ 26. FERC interpreted our Order as requiring a fully-executed contract as a 
condition precedent to the creation of a legally enforceable obligation between the parties. Id. at 
¶11 30, 35. FERC concluded that our Cedar Creek Orders did not recognize that "a legally 
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enforceable obligation may be incurred before the formal memorialization of a contract to 
writing." Id. at ¶ 36. 
On November 3, 2011, in response to FERC’s Order, Grouse Creek, this Commission 
and Idaho Power filed a Stipulated Motion to suspend the Idaho Supreme Court appeal and 
remand the matter to the Commission for further consideration. The Motion stated that there "is 
good cause for the Court to grant this Motion in order for the Parties to consider a recent decision 
issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC") regarding the subject matter of 
the appeal." Motion at 2. Moreover, Idaho Code § 61-624 provides that the Commission "may 
at any time, upon notice to the public utility affected, and after opportunity to be heard 
rescind, alter or amend any order or decision made by it." The Court granted the Stipulated 
Motion on November 22, 2011. 
On remand, the Commission invited the parties to participate in settlement 
negotiations. See IPUC Rule 353, IDAPA 31.01.01.353; Order No. 32430. Grouse Creek, Idaho 
Power and Commission Staff met to discuss settlement of the issues on December 9 and 
December 22, 2011. Settlement negotiations were ultimately unsuccessful. Consequently, the 
Commission directed the parties to file legal briefs and scheduled an oral argument for March 7, 
2012. Order No. 32430. The parties’ arguments on remand are set out below. 
1. The Grouse Creek Projects 
Grouse Creek maintains that it attempted to secure PPAs with Idaho Power for 
several months prior to December 14, 2010. Initially, in April 2010, the developer requested a 
PURPA contract for a 65 MW project. Grouse Creek Brief at 9. In June 2010, Grouse Creek 
indicated that, due to federal permitting issues, it intended to reduce the overall footprint of the 
project and wanted to discuss two 10 aMW projects, instead of the larger 65 MW project. Id at 
6,9-10. 
Grouse Creek maintains that, on July 14, 2010, it submitted a formal request to Idaho 
Power for two 10 aMW PURPA contracts. Id. at 9-10. The projects reiterated their request for 
two PURPA contracts on August 17, 2010. Id. at 11. Grouse Creek asserts that, on October 1, 
2010, it sent a letter to Idaho Power "for each Grouse Creek QF, expressing [the projects] intent 
to obligate the QFs to two power sales agreements for the two QF projects." Id. Grouse Creek 
insists that the letters "listed several standard terms applicable through Commission orders," 
including the load shape price adjustments, wind integration charge, mechanical availability 
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guarantee, and wind forecasting and cost sharing provisions. Id However, the projects were 
disputing the legality of a $45/kW delay liquidated damages provision. Id. at 12. On or about 
November 1, 2010, Idaho Power provided draft PPAs for the projects. The utility insisted on the 
inclusion of the standard $45/kW delay security deposit. Id. 
Grouse Creek observed that on November 5, 2010, Idaho Power, Rocky Mountain 
Power and Avista filed a Joint Motion to Reduce the Published Rate Eligibility Cap. See 
generally Case No. GNR-E-10-04. In response, on November 8, 2010, the Grouse Creek 
projects each filed a complaint against Idaho Power for failing to negotiate in good faith. In 
these complaints, Grouse Creek alleged that Idaho Power had acted in bad faith by requiring 
completion of unnecessary interconnection processes and transmission requests and by refusing 
to enter into an agreement without a $45/kW delay liquidated damages security provision. Id. at 
13. Grouse Creek and Idaho Power subsequently settled the disputes asserted in the complaints 
and entered into the two PPAs whose terms are at issue in this case. 
Following successful negotiations, on December 9, 2010, Grouse Creek "requested 
through e-mail" that the "First Energy Date" and the "Commercial Online Date" in the PPA for 
both projects be amended and deferred until June 2013 and December 2013, respectively. Id at 
14-15. On December 15, 2010, Idaho Power consented to the deferrals in the First Energy and 
Online Date. Id. at 15. Idaho Power forwarded the final PPAs to Grouse Creek for signatures on 
December 16, 2010. Id. at 15-16. 
Grouse Creek argues that all material terms were well settled prior to December 14, 
2010, despite the projects’ inability to obtain fully executed contracts until December 28, 2010. 
Id. at 16. It is on this basis that Grouse Creek asserts a legally enforceable obligation was 
formed that entitles the projects to the published avoided cost rates contained in Order No. 
31025, and as reflected in their PPAs. 
2. Commission Staff 
Staff maintains that the Commission’s prior Orders relied only on the express terms 
of the Agreements between the projects and Idaho Power. Staff acknowledges the PURPA 
provisions for legally enforceable obligations. However, Staff argues that "the simple act of a 
QF requesting a PURPA contract from a utility cannot reasonably be interpreted as a 
commitment by the QF to sell electricity to the utility from which it requests a draft contract. 
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Something in furtherance of the QFs intent and ability to provide electricity is required." Staff 
Brief at 5. 
In considering whether and when a legally enforceable obligation was incurred, 
Commission Staff relied on the language in PURPA and the guidance of FERC in the Cedar 
Creek case. See Notice of Intent Not to Act and Declaratory Order, 137 FERC ¶ 61,006 (Oct. 4, 
2011). Staff asserts that a legally enforceable obligation was incurred no later than December 9, 
2010 - the date upon which the projects modified their on-line dates. Staff Brief at 5. "At that 
time, QF projects with a design capacity of 10 aMW and smaller were entitled to Idaho’s 
published avoided cost rates. Consequently, Grouse Creek Wind Park and Grouse Creek Wind 
Park II are entitled to published avoided cost PURPA contracts at published rates that were in 
effect on December 9, 2010." Id. at 6. 
3. Idaho Power Company 
Idaho Power maintains that it pursued good faith negotiations with Grouse Creek and 
that any delay was not attributable to a refusal by Idaho Power to negotiate or execute a contract. 
Idaho Power argues that any delay was the result of Grouse Creek’s conduct. Idaho Power states 
that Grouse Creek changed the configuration of the project numerous times, did not agree to 
standard contract terms and conditions until December 9, 2010, did not provide final and 
complete information regarding the projects’ configuration until December 15, 2010, and did not 
commit itself to sell its output to Idaho Power until December 21, 2010. Idaho Power Brief at 
11. 
Idaho Power asserts that it forwarded updated draft PPAs to the projects on December 
7, 2010, and notified Grouse Creek of missing information that was necessary for the Company 
to confirm the required one-mile separation between projects. On December 9, Grouse Creek 
agreed to the security provisions and requested a change in the Scheduled First Energy Date and 
Scheduled Operation Date for each Agreement. On December 14, 2010, Idaho Power maintains 
that it sent communications to Grouse Creek requesting that the projects provide missing 
necessary information to complete the draft PPAs. 2 Grouse Creek confirmed the operation dates 
and the legal descriptions on December 15, 2010. Id. at 11-12. 
2 
 Idaho Power maintains that the projects failed to name the transmission entity - the projects had indicated at 
different times that it would either be BPA or PacifiCorp. In addition, Idaho Power states that the projects failed to 
provide a complete location designation which is necessary to establish both compliance with the one-mile 
separation rule and provide a proper legal description of the projects’ locations. 
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Idaho Power states that it provided Grouse Creek with executable copies of two PPAs 
on December 15, 2010. Grouse Creek signed the Agreements on December 21, 2010, and 
returned the PPAs to Idaho Power via overnight mail. Idaho Power reviewed the Agreements 
and signed on December 28, 2010. Id. The Agreements were filed with the Commission on 
December 29, 2010. Idaho Power argues that the facts of this case are distinguishable from the 
Cedar Creek case. Because Idaho Power did not refuse to enter into a contract with Grouse 
Creek, the projects’ legally enforceable obligation is incurred on the date that they signed the 
PPAs and obligated themselves to sell output to Idaho Power - on December 21, 2010. Based on 
these facts, Idaho Power concludes that Grouse Creek is not eligible for published rate contracts. 
Therefore, Idaho Power maintains that the Commission’s decision not to approve the contracts 
should be affirmed. 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
The Idaho Public Utilities Commission has jurisdiction over Idaho Power, an electric 
utility, and the issues raised in this matter pursuant to the authority and power granted it under 
Title 61 of the Idaho Code and PURPA. The Commission has authority under PURPA and the 
implementing regulations of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to set avoided 
costs, to order electric utilities to enter into fixed-term obligations for the purchase of energy 
from qualified facilities (QFs) and to implement FERC rules. 
This Commission has been granted authority to implement PURPA and is the 
appropriate state forum to review contracts and resolve disputes between QFs and electric 
utilities. Idaho Code § § 61-502, 61-503; A. W. Brown v. Idaho Power Co., 121 Idaho 812, 816, 
828 P.2d 841, 845 (1992); Empire Lumber Co. v. Washington Water Power Co., 114 Idaho 191, 
755 P.2d 1229 (1987). Moreover, the Commission has the authority to engage in case-by-case 
analysis in setting out its standards and requirements for implementation of PURPA. Power 
Resources Group v. PUC of Texas, 422 F.3d 231, 237 (5th1  Cir. 2005) citing Policy Statement 
Regarding the Commission’s Enforcement Role Under Section 210 of [PURPA], 23 FERC ¶ 
61,304, 1983 WL 39627 (May 31, 1983); Rosebud Enterprises v. Idaho PUC, 128 Idaho 609, 
917 P.2d 766 (1996). It is up to the States, not FERC, 
to determine the specific parameters of individual QF power purchase 
agreements, including the date at which a legally enforceable obligation is 
incurred under State law. Similarly, whether the particular facts applicable to 
an individual QF necessitate modifications of other terms and conditions of 
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the QF’s contract with the purchasing utility is a matter for the States to 
determine. 
West Penn Power Co., 71 FERC 161,153 at 61,495 (1995). Accord: Jersey Central Power & 
Light Co., 73 FERC ¶ 61,092 at 61,297-61,298 (1995); Metropolitan Edison Co., 72 FERC ¶ 
61,015 at 61,050 (1995). FERC is not a forum for adjudicating the specific provisions of each 
individual QF contract. Id. The exercise of a State commission’s discretion in the application of 
PURPA standards to particular contracts has long been recognized as outside the scope of 
FERC’s enforcement authority.3 
This case was remanded to the Commission from the Idaho Supreme Court based on 
the Stipulated Motion to Suspend the Appeal. The remand was intended to allow the 
Commission to consider the implication of FERC’s Cedar Creek Declaratory Order on the 
specific facts of this case. Grouse Creek relies upon FERC’s determination that this 
Commission’s final Order - in the Cedar Creek case limits "the creation of a legally 
enforceable obligation only to QFs that have [PPAs] . . . signed by both parties to the 
agreement." Notice of Intent Not to Act and Declaratory Order, 137 FERC 161,006 at 126 
(Oct. 4, 2011). Based on this premise, FERC stated that the Commission’s decision to not 
approve the Cedar Creek PPAs was inconsistent with PURPA and FERC’s regulations 
implementing PURPA. Id. Grouse Creek extrapolates from FERC’s Declaratory Order that the 
Commission’s decision to not approve its two PPAs is likewise inconsistent with PURPA and 
FERC’s regulations implementing PURPA. 
At the outset, we note that this Commission did not and has never made a 
determination that the creation of a legally enforceable obligation Qfli.y  occurs when a QF and a 
utility enter into a written and signed agreement. In our prior Orders in this case, we found that 
Grouse Creek and Idaho Power entered into Agreements with one another that specifically stated 
the terms and conditions of the Agreements - including the effective date. We recognized and 
chose to enforce the terms of the Agreements that the parties entered into voluntarily. We 
specifically noted that "each Firm Energy Sales Agreement states that the ’Effective Date’ of the 
Agreement is ’The date stated in the opening paragraph of this . . . Agreement representing the 
Policy Statement Regarding the Commission’s Enforcement Role Under Section 210 of the Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act of 1978, 23 FERC 161,304 at 61,645 (1983) (". . . the Commission’s role is limited 
regarding questions of the proper application of these rules on a case-by-case basis"). See Power Resource Group, 
Inc. v. Pub. Utils. Comm’n of Texas, 422 F.3d 231, 238 (5 6 Cir. 2005); Mass. Inst. Tech. v. Mass. Dept. of Pub. 
Utils., 941 F.Supp. 233, 236-237 (D. Mass. 1996). 
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date upon which this [Agreement] was fully executed by both Parties.’ Agreements J 1.11. The 
opening paragraph is dated ’this 28 day of December, 2010.’ Agreements at L " Order No. 
32257 at 9; Agreements ¶ 5.1. We find that the Agreements were negotiated, agreed to and 
executed by both parties and clearly and unambiguously state that the effective date of the PPAs 
is December 28, 2010. 
As we previously explained, "FERC regulations grant the states latitude in 
implementing the regulation of sales and purchases between QFs and electric utilities." FERC v. 
Mississippi, 456 U.S. 742, 102 S.Ct. 2126, 72 L.Ed.2d 532 (1982). According to FERC, "it is up 
to the States, not [FERC] to determine the specific parameters of individual QF power purchase 
agreements." Rosebud Enterprises v. Idaho PUG, 128 Idaho 609, 623, 5624, 917 P.2d 766, 781, 
782 (1996) citing West Penn Power Co., 71 FERC ¶ 61,153 (1995). This Commission 
determined that, by the clear and unambiguous terms of the Agreements themselves, the 
Agreements were not effective until December 28, 2010. Order No. 32299 at 7. Because the 
size of each Grouse Creek project exceeds 100 kW and each Agreement became effective after 
December 14, 2010, we found that the terms within the Agreements, i.e., published avoided cost 
rates, did not comply with Order No. 32176. Order No. 32257 at 9-10; Order No. 32299 at 7, 8-
10. Our findings in this respect are supported by substantial and competent evidence - the 
request by Idaho Power and Grouse Creek to approve its PPAs and the unambiguous terms of the 
Agreements. We clearly did not make a finding that the creation of a legally enforceable 
obligation occurs when a QF and a utility enter into a written and signed agreement. We 
found, based on the specific facts of the two Grouse Creek projects that the parties entered into 
Agreements that unequivocally state an effective date. We are simply recognizing the express 
terms of the executed Agreements. This finding is entirely consistent with Idaho law and the 
authority granted to us by PURPA and FERC. 
It is also important to note that a declaratory order issued by FERC is not legally 
binding on this Commission. A declaratory order "that does no more than announce the 
[FERC’s] interpretation of the PURPA or one of the agency’s implementing regulations is of no 
legal moment unless and until a district court adopts that interpretation when called upon to 
enforce the PURPA." Niagara Mohawk Power Corp., v. FERC, 117 F.3d 1485, 1488, 326 
U.S.App.D.C. 135,138 (1997). 
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Unlike the declaratory order of a court, which does fix the rights of the parties, 
this [FERC] Declaratory Order merely advised the parties of the [FERC’s] 
position. It was much like a memorandum of law prepared by the FERC staff 
in anticipation of a possible enforcement action; the only difference is that the 
[FERC] itself formally used the document as its own statement of position. 
While such knowledge of the FERC’ s position might affect the conduct of the 
parties, the Declaratory Order is legally ineffectual apart from its ability to 
persuade (or to command the deference of) a [district] court that might later 
have been called upon to interpret the Act and the agency’s regulations in an 
[sic] private enforcement action. .. 
Industrial Cogenerators v. FERC, 47 F.3d 1231, 1235 (D.C. Cir. 1995). 
In the matter before us, Grouse Creek relies on a FERC Declaratory Order, issued as 
the result of an enforcement petition filed with FERC by an entirely separate QF project - Cedar 
Creek. After the Declaratory Order was issued, the parties to the Cedar Creek case returned to 
this Commission with terms of a stipulated settlement and requested its approval. Based on the 
specific facts of the Cedar Creek case and the settlement proposal, we approved the settlement. 
Order No. 32419. The Grouse Creek projects are distinct in many ways. Grouse Creek has not 
petitioned FERC for an enforcement order, Grouse Creek has been unable to negotiate a 
settlement agreeable to all parties, and Grouse Creek is relying on a FERC Declaratory Order 
that is not binding on this Commission. In addition, Grouse Creek did not sign its PPAs until 
December 20, 2010 - after the change in eligibility on December 14. Agreements at p.  33. 
Furthermore, the language of FERC’s Declaratory Order leads us to doubt whether FERC 
understood the basis upon which this Commission made its initial decision to disapprove the 
Agreements. 
The Idaho Commission has aggressively and proactively enforced PURPA, as 
evidenced by the abundance of QF projects that now operate in our State. We have a long 
history of recognizing two methods by which a QF can obtain an avoided cost rate in Idaho: (1) 
by entering into a signed contract with the utility; or (2) by filing a meritorious complaint 
alleging that "a legally enforceable obligation" has arisen and, but for the conduct of the utility, 
there would be a contract. Rosebud Enterprises v. Idaho PUC, 131 Idaho 1, 951 P.2d 521 
(1997); see also A. W. Brown v. Idaho Power Company, 121 Idaho 812, 816, 828 P.2d 841, 845 
(1992). Our application of this framework conforms with FERC’s analysis of its standards. In 
JD Wind 1, FERC succinctly stated, 
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). Our application of this framework confor s with FERC's analysis of its standards. In 
 ind 1, cinctly stated, 
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Thus, under our regulations, a QF has the option to commit itself to sell all or 
part of its electric output to an electric utility. While this may be done through 
a contract, if the electric utility refuses to sign a contract, the QF may seek 
state regulatory authority assistance to enforce the PURPA-imposed 
obligation on the electric utility to purchase from the QF, and a non-
contractual, but still legally enforceable, obligation will be created pursuant 
to the state’s implementation of PURPA. Accordingly, a QF, by committing 
itself to sell to an electric utility, also commits the electric utility to buy from 
the QF; these commitments result either in contracts or in non-contractual, 
but binding, legally enforceable obligations. 
JD Wind 1, 129 FERC ¶ 61,148 at 61,633 (Nov. 19, 2009) (emphases added). FERC determined 
that, regardless of whether the energy offered was firm or non-firm power, the QF was entitled to 
a legally enforceable obligation because the utility in JD Wind was refusing to enter into a 
contract with the OF. FERC reiterated its conclusions on reconsideration. JD Wind 1, 130 
FERC ¶ 61,127 at 61,628. The matter before this Commission involves two parties who 
voluntarily entered into PPAs with negotiated terms and conditions. 
Idaho’s framework for determining whether and when a QF can obtain an avoided 
cost rate is entirely consistent with the federal standards as set out by FERC. Either the parties 
enter into a contract or, if the utility is failing to negotiate or refusing to enter into a contract with 
a QF, the QF can file a complaint with this Commission, at which time the Commission will 
make a determination as to whether and when a legally enforceable obligation arose. In this 
case, the parties negotiated and executed two Agreements. On December 29, 2010, the parties 
submitted their PPAs to the Commission for approval. A determination regarding whether and 
when a legally enforceable obligation arose - outside the specific contract terms - was wholly 
unnecessary. The Agreements submitted to the Commission for approval included all of the 
terms and conditions negotiated and agreed to by the parties - including the effective date of the 
Agreements. 
It would be unreasonable and arbitrary for us to supplant the agreed upon terms of a 
negotiated and signed contract with additional terms and/or conditions without a compelling 
reason. Moreover, Grouse Creek urged the Commission to approve the Agreements as 
submitted. When a contract has been entered into by the parties and submitted for approval, 
there is no need for a determination regarding any other legally enforceable obligation. FERC 
refers to a legally enforceable obligation in the disjunctive - either a contract is entered into OR 
a legally enforceable obligation is created. With regard to the subject PPAs between Idaho 
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Power and Grouse Creek, the legally enforceable obligations of the parties are contained within 
the four corners of the Agreements. 
More importantly, Section 29.1 of each Agreement states that "[t]his Agreement 
constitutes the entire Agreement of the Parties concerning the subject matter hereof and 
 
supersedes all prior or contemporaneous oral or written agreements between the Parties 
concerning the subject matter hereof." Agreements 129.1 (emphasis added). This integration 
clause  is consistent with the general rule that "when a contract has been reduced to writing, 
which the parties intend to be a complete statement of their agreement, any other written or oral 
agreements or understandings.. . made prior to or contemporaneously with the written ’contract’ 
and which relate to the same subject matter are not admissible to vary, contradict or enlarge the 
terms of the written contract." Chapman v. Haney Seed Co., Inc., 102 Idaho 26, 28, 624 P.2d 
408, 410 (1981), Thus, Grouse Creek accepted that, by entering into the PPAs, all prior 
agreements would be replaced by the terms of the written and signed PPAs - including any 
agreement or understanding as to a prior legally enforceable obligation. Section 29.1 functions 
as an acknowledgement by the parties that the terms of the written Agreements supersede all 
prior oral or written agreements between the parties. Thomas v. Thomas, 150 Idaho 636, 644-
645, 249 P.3d 829, 837-838 (2011); Silver Syndicate v. Sunshine Mining Co., 101 Idaho 226, 
235,611 P.2d 10 11, 1020 (1979). 
Grouse Creek’s arguments on remand rely on the FERC Declaratory Order as support 
that Grouse Creek perfected a legally enforceable obligation "no later than November 8, 2010" 
(the date that Grouse Creek filed complaints against Idaho Power) or alternatively, it established 
a legally enforceable obligation "at the very latest on December 9, 2010." Brief at 3. In either 
case, Grouse Creek asserts that it formed a legally enforceable obligation prior to December 14, 
2010 - the date that the eligibility cap for published avoided cost rates decreased to 100 kW. Id. 
at 2. Even assuming, arguendo, that a legally enforceable obligation could somehow preempt 
the terms of subsequently written and signed Agreements between the parties, we find that a 
legally enforceable obligation did not exist prior to December 14, 2010. 
Turning first to the November 8 date, we find this claim unsupported by the evidence 
for two reasons. First, we acknowledge that Grouse Creek filed a complaint on November 8, 
"In Primary Health Network v. Idaho Dept. of Administration, the integration clause stated that "the Agreement 
supersedes all prior and contemporaneous arrangements, understandings, negotiations and discussion." 137 Idaho 
663, 668 n.2, 52 P.3d 307 312 n.2 (2002). 
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2010 - just three days after the Joint Motion to Reduce the Published Rate Eligibility Cap was 
filed by the utilities. However, Grouse Creek subsequently requested that the Commission not 
serve a summons on Idaho Power because the parties were negotiating and had tentatively 
reached a settlement. Indeed, a summons was never issued and the parties filed two PPAs for 
approval with this Commission six weeks later. The complaint process did not need to be 
initiated because the parties were actively negotiating terms of their Agreements. Grouse Creek 
also urged the Commission in its written comments in the PPA cases to approve the PPAs - it 
did not pursue the complaints. Comments at 24. Second, the parties subsequently negotiated 
and executed PPAs that specifically included language about the written Agreements 
superseding all prior agreements. See supra pp.  13-14. Based on these facts, we cannot find that 
a legally enforceable obligation arose on or by November 8, 2010. 
The utility did not refuse to sign a contract. In fact, ongoing negotiations led to the 
parties’ voluntarily entering into two subsequent PPAs. Grouse Creek never initiated a 
complaint process because Agreements were negotiated and Grouse Creek urged the 
Commission to approve the terms of the Agreements. We find that no conduct by the utility 
unnecessarily delayed or impeded Grouse Creek’s ability to enter into its Agreements. Because 
the utility did not impede Grouse Creek’s ability to enter into PPAs, a determination regarding a 
legally enforceable obligation was never triggered. This Commission did not substitute a "fully 
executed contract" standard in place of a "legally enforceable obligation," nor did we require a 
fully executed contract as a condition precedent to the creation of a legally enforceable 
obligation. We simply acknowledged the distinction between the concepts and looked to the 
terms of the unambiguous Agreements signed by both parties and submitted to the Commission 
for approval. Grouse Creek cannot now argue against terms that are included in its contracts 
simply because those terms do not provide it with a favorable outcome. 
We also find that the evidence and the conduct of the parties do not support that a 
legally enforceable obligation was formed no later than December 9, 2010. First, on December 
9, 2010, Grouse Creek requested that the PPAs be amended to delay the two operational dates by 
six months. Brief at 14-15. In addition, Idaho Power notes that it requested information on both 
December 7 and December 14, 2010, and notified Grouse Creek that the projects failed to 
provide a complete location designation which is necessary to establish both compliance with the 
one-mile separation rule and provide a proper legal description of the projects’ locations. Idaho 
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Power also maintains that the projects failed to name the transmission entity - Grouse Creek had 
indicated at different times that it would either be BPA or PacifiCorp. Grouse Creek confirmed 
the operation dates and the legal descriptions on December 15, 2010 - a day after the eligibility 
cap was reduced. Id. at 11-12. Idaho Power formally agreed to the delay on December 16, 2010. 
Id. at 15. 
After receiving the final material terms, Idaho Power forwarded executable PPAs to 
Grouse Creek for signature on December 16, 2010. Brief at 15-16. Grouse Creek reviewed the 
documents and signed the PPAs four days later - on December 20, 2010. 5 Idaho Power 
reviewed the documents and signed on December 28, 2010. Consequently, we find that 
negotiations were on-going and that material terms to the Agreements were still in flux on and 
after December 14, 2010 - the date upon which eligibility to published avoided cost rates 
became effective. Therefore, assuming that a determination regarding when a legally enforceable 
obligation arose is necessary, we find that a legally enforceable obligation did not arise prior to 
December 14, 2010, because material terms to the Agreements were still incomplete on that date. 
Finally, this Commission determined that it was not in the public interest to approve 
the Agreements. Specifically, we found that "allowing a project to avail itself of an eligibility 
cap (and therefore published rates) that is no longer applicable could cause ratepayers to pay 
more than the utility’s avoided cost." Order No. 32299 at 8. For this Commission to approve a 
rate in excess of the utility’s avoided cost would clearly be a violation of PURPA and FERC’s 
implementing regulations. A. W. Brown, 121 Idaho 812, 818, 828 P.2d 841, 847 (1992). 
We find that Idaho Power and Grouse Creek were in the process of actively 
negotiating terms of two PPAs when the eligibility for published avoided cost rates changed. 
The parties entered into their contracts on December 28, 2010. By the express terms of the 
Agreements negotiated and signed by the parties, the Agreements’ "effective date" is December 
28, 2010 - the "date stated in the opening paragraph of this [Agreement] representing the date 
upon which this [Agreement] was fully executed by both Parties." Agreements ¶ 1.11. Because 
the parties have existing contracts, and we find no undue or unreasonable delay on the part of 
Idaho Power, a determination of the existence of a legally enforceable obligation at another point 
in time is unnecessary. Moreover, the parties agreed that all prior agreements were superseded 
The affidavit and comments both state that the PPAs were signed on December 21, 2010, but the PPAs themselves 
show the date as December 20, 2010. 
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by the December 28, 2010 PPAs. Here the Commission did not have to determine whether a 
legally enforceable obligation arose because the parties entered into written Agreements. 
Therefore, we affirm our prior decision that, because each PPA became effective on December 
28, 2010, and each project is larger than 100 kW, published rates are not available to the 
projects. 6 
 We also find that the Agreements expressly supersede all prior agreements, including 
any entitlement to an otherwise enforceable legal obligation. The rates in the Agreements, as 
written, do not comply with Commission Order No. 32176. These findings are consistent with 
the expressed intent and spirit of PURPA and the FERC regulations. 
ORDER 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Power Purchase Agreements between Idaho 
Power and Grouse Creek Wind Park and Grouse Creek Wind Park II are not approved because 
the rates included in the Agreements were no longer available at the time the Agreements were 
executed and became effective. 
THIS IS A FINAL RECONSIDERATION ORDER ON REMAND. Any party 
aggrieved by this Order may appeal to the Supreme Court of Idaho as provided by the Public 
Utilities Law and the Idaho Appellate Rules. See Idaho Code § 61-627. 
6 
 The same reasoning would apply if we were to use the date (December 20, 2010) that Grouse Creek signed the 
Agreement. 
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. 
DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission at Boise, Idaho this I 
day of September 2012. 
PAUL KJELLAND R, PRESIDENT 
MACK A. REDFOR,cMMISSIOER 
’L6z4 zfL 
MARSHA H. SMITH, COMMISSIONER 
ATTEST: 
/j 146z-la
. 
J666 D. Jewell(! 
Cmmission Secretary 
OAK-E- I O-6IIPC-E-IO-62ks7 
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f  tiliti s ission at Boise, Idaho this 7+-h 
f epte ber 2012. 
CK A. REDFO 
~If.~
. 
: 
~D.Jew ll(!
J v ommi sion Secretary 
:IPC-E- 0-6 UP 10  _ks7 
 . 
Peter J. Richardson (ISB No. 3195) 
Gregory M. Adams (ISB No: 7454) 
Richardson & O’Leary, PLLC 
515 N. 27th 
 Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 938-7901 
Fax: (208) 938-7904 
neter@richardsonandoleary.com  
reg(richardsonando1eary.com  
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1. The Appellants, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, 
LLC, appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court from the Idaho Public Utilities Commission’s 
("Commission’s") Final Order No. 32257, and-Final Reconsideration Order No. 32299. and Final 
Reconsideration Order on Remand Order No. 32635 (collectively the "Orders").. 
2. Appellants have a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court pursuant to I.C. § 
61-627, and the Oerders described in paragraph 1 above are appealable orders pursuant to I.C. § 
61-627 and I.A.R. 11(e).The Commission entered Order No. 32635 on stivad  remand after 
Appellants initially appealed Order Nos. 32257 and 32299. This Amended Notice of Appeal 
filed pursuant to I.A.R. 17(m) serves to include in this appeal the Commission’s Order No. 
32635 and the Commission’s record on remand. 
3. Appellants presently intend to assert the following issues on appeal, although 
Appellants reserve the right to modify and develop these issues as appropriate and/or assert other 
issues on appeal as appropriate: 
a) Whether the Commission’s Orders are arbitrary and capricious and in 
violation of controlling federal law, the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act 
of 1978 ("PURPA") and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 
regulations, because the Commission’s Orders held-reuuired that a qualifying 
facility ("QF") must obtain a bilaterally executed contract with a purchasing 
utility, in determining when Appellants created a legally enforceable 
obligation for purposes of calculating avoided cost rates; 
b) Whether the Commission’s "bright line rule," established in UOrderi&s, 
32257 and 32299, that a firm energy sales agreement ("FESA") is not 
enforceable until it is executed by both parties is in violation of Idaho case law 
regarding contract formation; 
c) Whether the Commission’s Orders are arbitrary and capricious, or otherwise 
not in accordance with law, because the Commission failed to apply epMd-
distinguish its own prior precedent implementing PURPA and FERC’s 
regulations. including but not limited to 18 C.F.R. 292.304(d)(2). which 
establishes criteria regarding grandfathered entitlement to pre-existing 
avoided cost rates and the date for formation of a legally enforceable 
obligation without a fully executed contractto the Appdllantf FESM; and 
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d) Whether the Commission’s Orders are arbitrary and capricious and in 
violation of controlling federal law. PURPA and FERC’s regulations, 
including but not limited to 18 C.F.R. 292.301(b), because the 
Commission’s Orders disapproved and held invalid Aimellants’FESAs 
containing agreed-to rates, terms and conditions. 
d3 Whether the Commission’s "bright line rule," established in the Orders, is 
in violation of the rulemaking requirements of the Idaho Administrative 
Procedures Act and is therefore void. 
4. No order has been entered sealing any portion of the record. 
5. A reporter was present at the oral argument on remand held at the Commission on 
March 7. 2012. Pursuant to I.A.R. 17(h). Appellants have requested preparation of the standard 
transcript, which will include the transcript of the proceedings at oral argument. Other than the 
oral argument held on March 7, 2012, Appellants are aware of no proceedings in these two cases 
([PC-E- 10-61and IPC-E-10-62) where a reporter was present because the two cases were 
processed by modified procedure pursuant to Commission Rule of Procedure 201 et seq. 
Appellants elect to receive a hard copy of the transcript. 
6. Appellants request preparation of a standard agency record on appeal pursuant to 
I.A.R. 28. Appellants also request that the following documents be included in the agency’s 
record pursuant to I.A.R. 28(c), to the extent that such documents will not otherwise be included 
with the standard agency record. For clarity, Appellants have included in the list below all 
documents generated on remand for inclusion in the appellate record: 
Date Description 
4/25/11 The Commission’s Approved Decision Meeting Minutes of the April 25, 2011 
Decision Meeting 
11/8/10 Complaint of Grouse Creek Wind Park LLC, Case No. IPC-E-10-29 
11/8/10 Complaint of Grouse Creek Wind Park II LLC, Case No. IPC-E-10-30 
11/8/10 to 
present date 
All documents in the Commission’s files relating to stay of proceedings in Case 
No. IPC-E-10-29 
11/8/10 to All documents in the Commission’s files relating to stay of proceedings in Case 
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 rated n re and for inclusion in the appe late record: 
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1 11  t f  reek ind Park LL , Case No. IPC-E-I0-29 
1 11  t f  r ek ind ark II LL , Case o. IPC-E-I0-30 
/ /to t    i n'   t  f edings in ase 
  -I  
1 / t    
   3 
present date No. IPC-E-10-30 
Various All Orders and Notices in Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
11/8/10 Joint Petition of Utilities in Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
11/8/10 Answer of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
12/22/10 Comments of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
1/20/11 Reply Comments of Northwest and intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
1/21/11 Motion to Strike of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-10-04 
2/28/11 Petition for Reconsideration of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers 
Coalition in Commission Case No._(iNR-E-10-04 
Various All Orders and Notices in Commission Case No. GNR-E-1 1-01 
3/17/11 Rocky Mountain Power Motions for Clarification and Protective Order in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-1 1-01 
3/18/11 Answer of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-11-01 
4/14/11 Motion to Strike of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers Coalition in 
Commission Case No. GNR-E-1l-01 
4/22/11 Reading Rebuttal Testimony of Northwest and Intermountain Power Producers 
Coalition in Commission Case No. GNR-E-1 1-01 
12/30/11 Staff-Decision Memorandum in Case Nos. IPC-E-l0-61 and IPC-E-10-62 
1/5/12 Notice of Oral Argument Order No. 32430 in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC- 
____________ E-1 0-62 
2/6/12 Idaho Power Company’s Memorandum on Remand in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 
and IPC-E-10-62 
2/6/12 Idaho Power Comnany’s Affidavit on Remand in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and 
IPC-E-10-62 
2/6/12 Staff’s LegL  Brief in Case Nos. IPC-E-l0-61 and IPC-E-10-62 
2/27/12 Reply Legal Brief of Grouse Creek Wind Park. LLC and Grouse Creek Wind 
Park II, LLC in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62 
2/27/12 Affidavit of Gregory M. Adams in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62 
9/7/12 Reconsideration Order on Remand Order No. 32635 in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 
and IPC-E40-62 
7. 	 I certify: 
a) 	 That this Amended Notice has been served on the reporter of the 
proceeding. there is no transcript fee and no reporter on whom to serve 
this notice because Appellant is aware of no transcript available from 
these matters. 
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b) 	 That the estimated fee for preparation of the transcript has been paid. 
b) 	 That the estimated fee for preparation of the clerk’s record has been paid. 
&1) That the appellate filing fee of $86.00 has-was been paid to the Secretary of 
the Commission at the time of filLng the initial Notice of Appeal. 
d) 	 That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant 
to I.A.R. 20, and the Attorney General of Idaho pursuant to I.C. § 67- 
1401(1). 
DATED THIS 
	 day of October 20128cptember 2011. 
RICHARDSON AND O’LEARY, PLLC 
By 
Peter J. chardson (ISB No: 3195) 
Gregory M. Adams (ISB No: 7454) 
Attorneys for Grouse Creek Wind Park, 
LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 19th day of October 2012, a true and correct copy 
of the within and foregoing AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL was served in the manner shown 
to: 
Jean Jewell X Hand Delivery 
Commission Secretary U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION - Facsimile 
472 W Washington Electronic Mail 
Boise ID 83702 
Kristine Sasser X Hand Delivery 
Deputy Attorney General U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION Facsimile 
472 W Washington - Electronic Mail 
Boise ID 83702 
Honorable Lawrence Wasden X Hand Delivery 
Attorney General of the State of Idaho U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
700 W. Jefferson Street, Suite 210 - Facsimile 
P.O. Box 83720 Electronic Mail 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0010 
Donovan E. Walker Hand Delivery 
Lisa Nordstrom XU.S. Mail, postage pre-paid 
Randy Aliphin - Facsimile 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY Electronic Mail 
P0 Box 70 
Boise ID 83707-0070 
I 
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IDAHO 
PUBLIC UTILITIES 
commission 
C.L. "Butch" Otter, Governor 
P.O. Box 83720, Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
Paul Kjellander, Commissioner 
Mack A. Redford, Commissioner 
Marsha H. Smith, Commissioner 
October 23, 2012 
HAND-DELIVERED 
Stephen W. .Kenyon 
Clerk of the Courts 
451 W. State Street 
Boise, ID 83720-0101 
Re: PUC Clerk’s Amended Certificate of Appeal, 
Supreme Court Docket No. 39151-2011 
Dear Mr. Kenyon: 
Enclosed for your information and action is the Clerk’s Amended Certificate of Appeal 
from the Idaho Public Utilities Commission. Also enclosed is a certified copy of the 
Amended Notice of Appeal filed by Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek 
Wind Park II, LLC on October 19, 2012. 
I have also enclosed a copy of the PUC’s Final Reconsideration Order on Remand No. 
32635 and a copy of the Commission’s Order No. 32669 shortening the title on appeal 
pursuant to Appellate Rule 6. 
If you have any questions, please contact me at 334-0338. 
Sincerely, 
?an D. JewelY 
Commission Secretary 
Enclosures 
cc: Kristine Sasser, Deputy Attorney General 
Donald L. Howell, II, Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Located at 472 West Washington Street, Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 334-0300t4oeimUe: (208) 334-3762 370 of 399
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Supreme Court Docket No. 39151-2011 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission Nos. 
IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62 
IN THIS PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC AND 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC 
Petitioner-Appellants, 
V. 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
Respondent-Respondent on Appeal, 
and 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 
Respondent-Intervenor/Respondent on 
Appeal. 
CLERK’S AMENDED CERTIFICATE 
OF APPEAL 
Appeal from the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, The Honorable Paul Kjellander 
presiding. 
Case Numbers from Idaho Public Utilities Commission: IPC-E-l0-61 and IPC-E-
10-62 
Order or Judgment Appealed from: Final Order No. 322571 and Final 
Reconsideration Order No. 32299 and Final Reconsideration Order on Remand No. 
32635 
Attorneys for Appellant: Peter J. Richardson and Gregory M. Adams, Richardson 
& O’Leary, PLLC, 515 N. 27th Street, Boise, ID 83702 
Attorneys for Respondent: Kristine Sasser, Deputy Attorney General, and Donald 
L. Howell, II, Lead Deputy Attorney General, Idaho Public Utilities Commission, 
P. 0. Box 83720, Boise, ID 83720-0074 
Attorneys for Respondent-Intervenor: Donovan E. Walker, Idaho Power 
Company, P. 0. Box 70, Boise, ID 83707-0070 
Appealed by: Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC 
Appealed against: Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
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IN THE P BLIC UTILITIES COMMI SION OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC AND 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC 
Petitioner-Appellants, 
v. 
P BLI  TILITIES CO ISSI , 
espondent-Respondent on Appeal, 
and 
IDAHO PO ER CO PANY, 
espondent-Intervenorl espondent on 
Appeal. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
:----_ .. - ·--·~-l I OCT 2322'2 
) Supreme Court Docket No. 39151-2011 
) Idaho Public Utilities Commission Nos. 
) IP -E-I0-61 and IPC-E-I0-62 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CLERK'S A ENDED CERTIFICATE 
  
---------------) 
li  tilities o issi , e onorable Paul Kje lander 
presiding. 
s    t I  I
10-62 
 o  Judg t l  : i l r r . 257; aB:El i l 
econsideration rder No. 32299;
32635 
t orneys for pell t: Peter J. ichardson and regory . , 
& O'Leary, PLLC, 515 N. 27th Street, oise, I  83702 
At orneys for Respondent: Kristine Sas er, Deputy Attorney eneral, a  l  
L. Howel , I , Lead Deputy t orney eral, I aho lic tiliti  
P. O. Box 83720; Boise, ID 83720-0074 
Attorneys for Respondent-Intervenor: Donovan E. Walker, Idaho Power 
Company, P. O. Box 70, Boise, ID 83707-0070 
Ap ealed by: Grouse Cre k Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Cre k ind Park I , LLC 
Ap ealed against: Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
CLERK'S AMENDED CERTIFICATE OF AP EAL - 1 
Notice of Appeal Filed: September 7, 2011 
Amended Notice of Appeal Filed: NA October 19. 2012 
Notice of Cross-appeal Filed: NA 
Amended Notice of Cross-appeal Filed: NA 
Appellate Fee Paid: $86.00 (September 7, 2011) 
Respondent or Cross-Respondent’s Appeal Request for Additional Record Filed: 
NA 
Respondent or Cross-Respondent’s Request for Additional Reporter’s 
Transcript Filed: NA 
Was Agency Reporter’s Transcript Requested: No Yes 
Estimated Number of Pages: WA 4 
If so, name of each reporter of whom a transcript has been requested as named 
below at the address set out below: WA Wendy J. Murray. Hedrick Court 
Reporting. P.O. Box 578, Boise, ID 83701 
Dated this 23rd day of October, 2012 
Je)M  
(SEAL) 	 S cretary of th Public Utilities Commission 
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Notice of Appeal Filed: September 7, 2011 
Amended Notice of Appeal Filed: NA: October 19,2012 
Notice of Cross-appeal Filed: NA 
Amended otice of Cross-appeal Filed: NA 
Appellate F e Paid: $86.00 (September 7, 2011) 
Respondent or Cross-Respondent's A peal Request for A ditional Record Filed: 
NA 
espondent or r ss-Respondent's Request for Additional Reporter's 
TranSCript Filed: NA 
s  rt r's r SCript st : o es 
Esti ated u ber of Pages: Nf  46 
 f  rter of ho  a transcript has been requested as named 
 t ut b l : Nf  Wendy J. Murray, Hedrick Court 
e rti , . .  578, Boise, ID 83701 
  
(SEAL) ublic tilities o ission 
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Office of the Secretary 
Service Date 
October 23, 2012 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC AND ) 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC, 	 ) 
) 
Petitioners-Appellants, 	 ) 
) 
V. 
	 ) 
) 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, ) 
) 
Respondent-Respondent on Appeal, ) 
) 
and 	 ) 
) 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 	 ) 
) 
Respondent-Intervenor/Respondent ) 
on Appeal. 	 ) 
SUPREME COURT 
DOCKET NO. 31951-2011 
IPUC CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61 
IPC-E-1 0-62 
IPUC ORDER NO. 32669 
On September 7, 2011, Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC and Grouse Creek Wind Park 
II, LLC ("Grouse Creek") filed a timely Notice of Appeal from Order Nos. 32257 and 32299 in 
Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62. Idaho Power Company was granted intervention by 
the Idaho Supreme Court on November 7, 2011. On October 19, 2012, Grouse Creek filed an 
Amended Notice of Appeal. 
Idaho Appellate Rule (I.A.R.) 6 provides that the Commission "may by order correct 
the title of an appeal or cross-appeal at any time before the . . . agency’s record is lodged" with 
the Supreme Court. Pursuant to I.A.R. 6, the Commission issues this Order correcting the title of 
the case on appeal. We find that the amended title appropriately reflects the positions of the 
parties on appeal. 
ORDER 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the title of the appeal in this matter shall be 
corrected as reflected above to show the Idaho Public Utilities Commission as Respondent-
Respondent on Appeal and Idaho Power Company as Respondent-Intervenor/Respondent on 
Appeal. 
ORDER NO. 32669 
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Office of the Secretary 
Service Date 
ctober 23, 2012 
EF RE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES CO MISSION 
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titioners-Appellants, 
v. 
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ndent-Intervenor/Respondent ) 
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 Pursuant to LA.R. 6, the Co mission issues this Order correcting the title of 
   l. We find tha  the amended itle a propriately reflects the pos tions of the 
arties  a eal. 
IT   ERED that the title  l i this matte shal be 
corrected as l ted t show the Idaho Public Ut l ties Co mission as Respondent-
espondent on al Ida Power Company as Respondent-Intervenorl  
eal. 
ER NO.  
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Commission Secretary shall file a copy of this 
Order changing the title of the appeal with the Supreme Court. 
	
AX DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission at Boise, Idaho this ZL 
day of October 2012. 
PAUL KJELLA DER, PRESIDENT 
MACK A. REDFORDMMI STONER 
vt’c’v~ d &A~k 
 - MARSHA H. SMITH, COMMISSIONER 
ATTEST: 
Lf 
Jewe Pn 
mmission Secretary 
O:Supreme Court Case:IPC-E- I 0-6 162_dh_Appeal_Titje Change 
ORDER NO. 32669 	 2 
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I  IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Commission Secretary sha l file a copy of this 
rder changing the title of the a peal with the Supreme Court. 
E by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Co mission at Boise, Idaho this ,;2.;}..,Jl. 
day of October 2012. 
~T
~~?b 
K A. REDFO ~SIONER
I , O ISSIONER -
: 
: r  rt s :I - -JO-  _62_dh_AppeaIJitle Change 
ORDER NO. 32669 2 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
OF ADDITIONS TO PROPOSED AGENCY RECORD ON APPEAL 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE THIS 20th 
	 DAY OF NOVEMBER 
2012, SERVED THE FOREGOING ADDITIONS TO PROPOSED AGENCY RECORD 
ON APPEAL, IN SUPREME COURT DOCKET NO. 39151-2011, BY HAND DELIVERING 
A COPY THEREOF TO THE FOLLOWING: 
Peter J. Richardson 
Gregory M. Adams 
Richardson and O’Leary, PLLC 
515 N. 27th 
 Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
Attorneys for Petitioner-Appellant 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, II, LLC 
Donovan E. Walker 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho (83702) 
P. 0. Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707 
Attorney for Respondent-Intervenor 
Idaho Power Company 
Kristine Sasser 
Deputy Attorney General 
Donald L. Howell, II 
Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
P. 0. Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0074 
Attorneys for Respondent-Respondent on Appeal 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
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 BY TIFY THAT I AVE HIS 20th OF NOVEMBER 
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 tilities Commi sion 
C MISSION S RETARY 
December 18, 2012 
VIA HAND DELIVERY 
Jean D. Jewell, Secretary 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Re: Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC, Firm 
Energy Sales Agreements - Idaho Power Company’s Objection to Proposed 
Agency’s Record 
Dear Ms. Jewell: 
Enclosed for filing in the above matter are an original and fourteen (14) copies 
(seven (7) for each case) of Idaho Power Company’s Objection to Proposed Agency’s 
Record on Appeal and Request for Hearing. 
Very tours, 
22~ LL/O… 
Donovan E. Walker 
DEW:csb 
Enclosures 
1221 W. Idaho St. (83702) 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707 
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DONOVAN E. WALKER 
Lead Counsel 
dwalker@idahopower.com 
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BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC, and 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC, 
Petitioners-Appellants, 
V. 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
Respondent-Respondent on Appeal, 
and 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 
Respondent-Intervenor/Respondent on 
Appeal. 
SUPREME COURT 
DOCKET NO. 39151-2011 
IPUC CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61 
IPC-E-1 0-62 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S 
OBJECTION TO PROPOSED 
AGENCY’S RECORD ON APPEAL 
AND REQUEST FOR HEARING 
COMES NOW Idaho Power Company (Idaho Power"), by and through its 
attorney of record, Donovan E. Walker, and respectfully objects to certain portions of 
the Proposed Agency’s Record on Appeal requested by the Petitioners/Appellants, 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, LLC ("Grouse Creek"), 
in the above-entitled action. In particular, Idaho Power objects to Grouse Creek’s 
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 ' I
'  REC   1 
request to include in the Record on Appeal for Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62 
voluminous materials from different Idaho Public Utilities Commission ("Commission") 
cases that are not subject to appeal, nor the subject of this appeal. This Objection is 
made pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rules 29(a) and 13(e). 
I. THE REQUESTED RECORD 
On October 19, 2012, Grouse Creek filed an Amended Notice of Appeal from the 
Commission’s Final Order No. 32257, Final Reconsideration Order No. 32299, and 
Final Reconsideration Order on Remand No. 32635 from Commission Case Nos. IPC-
E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62. In its Amended Notice of Appeal, Grouse Creek requested 
numerous documents from several other Commission cases in addition to the standard 
agency record on appeal pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 28. Those additional 
documents include: the complaints and other documents from Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 
and IPC-E-10-30; the petition, orders, and notices from Case No. GNR-E-10-04; 
selected pleadings, comments, motions, and petitions from other parties (Northwest and 
Intermountain Power Producers Coalition "NIPPC") in Case No. GNR-E-10-04; the 
order and notices from Case No. GNR-E-1 1-01; selected motions, testimony, and an 
answer from other parties (NIPPC and Rocky Mountain Power) in Case No. GNR-E-1 1-
01; as well as several documents from Case Nos. IPC-E-1 0-61 and IPC-E-1 0-61, which 
are the present cases on appeal. 
II. THE COMMISSION PROCEEDINGS 
On December 29, 2010, Idaho Power filed Applications requesting acceptance or 
rejection of two Firm Energy Sales Agreements between Idaho Power and Grouse 
Creek. The contracts were entered into pursuant to the Public Utility Regulatory 
Policies Act of 1978 ("PURPA"). On February 24, 2011, the Commission issued Notice 
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of the Applications and Notice of Modified Procedure for the processing of both matters 
consolidated. Comments were filed by Grouse Creek, Commission Staff, and Idaho 
Power. On June 8, 2011, the Commission issued Final Order No. 32257, denying 
approval of Grouse Creek’s two December 28, 2010, Firm Energy Sales Agreements. 
On June 29, 2011, Grouse Creek petitioned for reconsideration of Order No. 32257. On 
July 27, 2011, the Commission issued its Final Order on Reconsideration No. 32299 
denying Grouse Creek’s Petition for Reconsideration. On September 7, 2011, Grouse 
Creek Filed a Notice of Appeal from Order Nos. 32257 and 32299. 
Prior to settlement of the Agency’s record and transfer to the Idaho Supreme 
Court, Idaho Power, the Commission, and Grouse Creek filed a stipulated motion with 
the Idaho Supreme Court to suspend the appeal and remand to the Commission for the 
Commission to consider its decision in light of a recently issued decision from the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. The Commission issued Order No. 32430 
granting further rehearing to reconsider its Final Order on Reconsideration No. 32299. 
Idaho Power, Commission Staff, and Grouse Creek each filed legal briefing and the 
Commission held oral argument on reconsideration. On September 7, 2012, the 
Commission issued its Final Reconsideration Order on Remand No. 32635, affirming its 
previous disapproval of Grouse Creek’s Firm Energy, Sales Agreements. On October 
19, 2012, Grouse Creek filed an Amended Notice of Appeal from the Commission’s 
Final Order No. 32257, Final Reconsideration Order No. 32299, and Final 
Reconsideration Order on Remand No. 32635. 
III. LEGAL STANDARDS 
The standards for review of Commission orders are clear. "No new or additional 
evidence may be introduced in the Supreme Court, but the appeal shall be heard on the 
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record of the commission as certified by it." Idaho Code § 61-629; Idaho Power Co. v. 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission, 140 Idaho 439, 441-42, 90 P.3d 889, 891-92 (2004). 
It is a basic tenet of administrative law that a reviewing court is bound by the evidence 
placed into the record and presented to the agency. B. Schwartz, Administrative Law, 
2d Ed. § 10.2 (1984). Judicial review is clearly confined to the record presented to the 
Commission, as finder of fact. Greenfield Village Apartments v. Ada County, 130 Idaho 
207,938 P.2d 1245(1997). 
When objection is made to the requested record on appeal, the Commission 
must determine, after hearing, what is to be included in the Agency’s Record that is sent 
to the Supreme Court. I.A.R. 29(a)-(b). "In administrative appeals from the Public 
Utilities Commission, . . . the administrative agency shall have continued jurisdiction of 
the matter and the parties. . . including the power to settle the transcript and record on 
appeal." I.A.R. 13(e). Once settled by the Commission, the Agency’s Record is then 
filed with the Supreme Court. I.A.R. 29(b). 
IV. OBJECTION TO DOCUMENTS 
Idaho Power objects to Grouse Creek’s request to include in the Record on 
Appeal for Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62 materials from different 
Commission cases that are no longer subject to appeal, nor the subject of this appeal, 
nor contained in the record for these matters. Moreover, some of the additional 
requested documents are not only from different Commission cases and matters but 
they also are from different parties, other than Grouse Creek. The additional requested 
documents are not part of the record in this case, were not considered by the 
Commission in its resolution of this case, and concern separate matters that were 
resolved by their own final orders, or are still pending final orders at the Commission. 
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Even if relevant and appropriate for inclusion in the Agency’s record for this case, which 
they are not, Grouse Creek has cherry-picked selected pleadings, arguments, and 
testimony, submitted by a non-party to this case, NIPPC, and left out the opposing 
pleadings, arguments, and testimonies of the other parties to those proceedings. 
The additional documents requested by Grouse Creek to be part of the Agency’s 
Record on Appeal that are from other separate cases should be stricken from the 
Record on Appeal: 
1. Documents from Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 and IPC-E-10-30 should be 
stricken. Grouse Creek has requested documents from Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 
and IPC-E-1 0-30, which are separate complaint cases which were filed by 
Grouse Creek, and then stayed. Idaho Power did not answer the Complaints 
and the commission has never issued a Summons nor ruled upon the 
Complaints. Idaho Power objects to the inclusion of these separate cases and 
matters in the Record on Appeal for Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62. 
Specifically, Idaho Power objects to the inclusion of the November 8, 2010, 
Complaints in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-29 and IPC-E-10-30 found in the Proposed 
Agency Record on Appeal, Vol. III, pp.  553-570; the November 29, 2010, e-mail, 
Vol. III, p. 571; and the April 25, 2011, Decision Meeting Minutes, Vol. III, pp. 
572-574, and asks that they be should be stricken.’ 
2. Documents from Case No. GNR-E-10-04 and GNR-E-11-01 should be 
stricken. Grouse Creek has requested several documents from Case No. GNR- 
1 
Idaho Power notes that these Complaints were attempted to be submitted into the record in 
Case No. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62 attached to an affidavit of counsel. To the extent that the 
Commission relied upon or considered the above materials form Case No. IPC-E-1 0-29 and IPC-E-1 0-30, 
they should be part of the record as submitted in this case, and not included from their separate case 
records in IPC-E-1 0-29 and IPC-E-1 0-30. 
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E-10-04 and GNR-E-1 1-01, which are separate cases that were resolved by their 
own final orders, and were not appealed to the Supreme Court. Grouse Creek 
cannot now argue issues from these different cases in the appeal of its contract 
cases, Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62. Moreover, the requested 
documents consist of an answer, comments, reply comments, a petition, and 
rebuttal testimony submitted by NIPPC, a non-party to the present action. 
Additionally, none of the opposing pleadings or documents from other parties 
were requested, only a cherry-picked selection that Grouse Creek somehow 
feels are appropriate or supportive of its position or arguments it intends to make 
in this case. It is entirely improper to include argument and documents from 
other separate cases that were resolved by their own Commission orders that 
were not appealed, and were not even submitted by the same party as the 
present case. Specifically, Idaho Power objects to the inclusion all requested 
additional documents from the record of Case No. GNR-E-10-04 found in the 
Proposed Agency Record on Appeal Vol. III, p.  575 through Vol. IV p. 803as 
well as all additional requested documents from the record of Case No. GNR-E-
11-01 found at Vol. IV, p.  804 through Vol. IV, p.  891. 
3. 	 Documents from Case No. IPC-E.40-61 and IPC-E-10-62. Idaho Power 
does not object to the inclusion in the Agency’s Record on Appeal of the 
additional documents requested that are actually part of record in these cases, 
as they are appropriately included. 
V. REQUEST FOR HEARING 
"Any objection made to . . . the agency’s record must be accompanied by a 
notice setting the objection for hearing and shall be heard and determined by the . 
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administrative agency from which the appeal is taken." I.A.R. 29(a). Idaho Power 
respectfully requests that the Commission schedule a hearing for this matter following 
one of the Commission’s scheduled Decision meetings during the month of January 
2013 and issue a Notice of Hearing pursuant to IDAPA 31.01.01.241 with at least 
fourteen (14) days notice. 
VI. CONCLUSION 
Based upon the reasons set forth above, Idaho Power respectfully requests that 
the Commission exclude all requested documents from separate Commission case files 
that were not part of the record for Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-10-62, and not 
considered by the Commission in resolution of those matters. Specifically, Idaho Power 
objects to, and asks, that the following pages of the Proposed Agency Record on 
Appeal be stricken: Vol. III, p.  553 through Vol. IV, p.  891. Idaho Power respectfully 
requests that the Commission schedule a hearing to consider Idaho Powers objections 
to the Proposed Agency Record on Appeal and issue a Notice of Hearing pursuant to 
IDAPA 31.01.01.241 with at least fourteen (14) dais  notice. 
Donovan E. Walker 
Attorney for Idaho Power Company 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 18 th day of December 2012 I served a true and 
correct copy of IDAHO POWER COMPANY’S OBJECTION TO PROPOSED 
AGENCY’S RECORD ON APPEALTAND REQUEST FOR HEARING upon the following 
named parties by the method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Commission Staff 
Kristine Sasser, Deputy Attorney General 
Donald L. Howell, II, Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
472 West Washington (83702) 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0074 
Attorneys for Respondent-Respondent Idaho Public 
Utilities Commission 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC, and Grouse Creek 
Wind Park II, LLC 
Peter J. Richardson 
Gregory M. Adams 
RICHARDSON & O’LEARY, PLLC 
515 North 27th Street (83702) 
P.O. Box 7218 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
Attorneys for Petitioner-Appellant Grouse Creek 
Wind Park, LLC, and Grouse Creek Wind Park II, 
LLC 
X Hand Delivered 
U.S. Mail 
Overnight Mail 
FAX 
X Email Kris.Sassercłuc.idaho.aov 
Don. howell(Duc.idaho.cIov 
Hand Delivered 
X U.S. Mail 
Overnight Mail 
FAX 
X Email peter(richardsonandolearv.com . 
qregO-richardsonandoleary.com  
O 
Chrita Bearry, Legal Assista 
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KRIST1NE SASSER 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
P0 BOX 83720 
BOISE, IDAHO 83720-0074 
(208) 334-0357 
IDAHO BAR NOS. 6618 
RECEIVED 
2012 DEC 18 ?M.:21 
IDAHO Pth3LIC 
UTILITIES COMMISSION 
Attorney for the Respondent 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC and 
	 ) 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC, 
	 ) 
) 
Petitioner-Appellant, 	 ) 
) 
VS. 	 ) 
) 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, ) 
) 
Respondent-Respondent on Appeal, 
	 ) 
) 
and 	 ) 
) 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 	 ) 
) 
Respondent-Intervenor/Respondent 	 ) 
on Appeal. 	 ) 
SUPREME COURT 
DOCKET NO. 39151-2011 
OBJECTION TO PROPOSED 
AGENCY’S RECORD ON 
APPEAL 
NOTICE AND 
REQUEST FOR HEARING 
The Commission Staff, by and through its attorney of record, Kristine Sasser, Deputy 
Attorney General, pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rules 29(a) and 13(e), respectfully objects to the 
proposed agency’s record on appeal served on the parties on November 20, 2012. 
BACKGROUND 
On September 7, 2011, Grouse Creek Wind Park and Grouse Creek Wind Park II 
(collectively "the Grouse Creek projects" or "Grouse Creek") filed a timely Notice of Appeal 
from the Commission’s Final Order on Reconsideration in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-
10-62. On November 4, 2011, a Stipulated Motion to Suspend Appeal and Remand to the 
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Administrative Agency was filed pursuant to Appellate Rules 13.2 and 13.3. Grouse Creek, the 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission (TUC"), and Idaho Power Company (collectively referred to 
as "the Parties") stated that there was "good cause for the Court to grant this Motion in order for 
the Parties to consider a recent decision issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(’FERC’) regarding the subject matter of the appeal." Stipulated Motion at 11. The Court 
granted the Parties Motion to Suspend on November 23, 2011. 
On remand, settlement discussions between the Parties were unfruitful. The Parties 
filed legal briefs and the PUC held oral argument on March 7, 2012. On September 7, 2012, the 
PUC issued its Final Reconsideration Order on Remand denying approval of Grouse Creek’s two 
power purchase agreements. Appellant’s filed an Amended Notice of Appeal with the Court on 
October 19, 2012. In its Amended Notice of Appeal, Grouse Creek identified the following 
issues: 
(1) Whether the Commission’s Orders are arbitrary and capricious and in 
violation of controlling federal law, the Public Utility Regulatory Policies 
Act of 1978 (PURPA) and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 
regulations, because the Commission’s Orders required that a qualifying 
facility must obtain a bilaterally executed contract with a purchasing 
utility, in determining when Appellants created a legally enforceable 
obligation for purposes of calculating avoided cost rates; 
(2) Whether the Commission’s "bright line rule," established in Order Nos. 
32257 and 32299, that a firm energy sales agreement (FESA) is not 
enforceable until it is executed by both parties is in violation of Idaho case 
law regarding contract formation; 
(3) Whether the Commission’s Orders are arbitrary and capricious, or 
otherwise not in accordance with law, because the Commission failed to 
apply and distinguish its own prior precedent implementing PURPA and 
FERC’s regulations, including but not limited to 18 C.F.R. § 
292.304(d)(2), which establishes criteria regarding grandfathered 
entitlement to pre-existing avoided cost rates and the date for formation of 
a legally enforceable obligation without a fully executed contract; and 
(4) Whether the Commission’s Orders are arbitrary and capricious and in 
violation of controlling federal law, PURPA and FERC’s regulations, 
including but not limited to 18 C.F.R. § 292.301(b), because the 
Commission’s Orders disapproved and held invalid Appellants’ FESAs 
containing agreed-to rates, terms and conditions. 
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I E AND REQUEST FOR HEARING 2 
Pursuant to Appellate Rule 29, parties to the appeal have 28 days from the date of 
service of the proposed record (or until December 18, 2012) to file objections including 
corrections, additions or deletions. 
OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED RECORD 
Staff objects to portions of the proposed record on appeal served by the Commission 
Secretary on November 20, 2012. More specifically, Staff objects to the inclusion of 
voluminous petitions, answers, notices and orders from cases which are irrelevant to the issues 
on appeal. Staff maintains that parts of Volume III and Volume IV (approximately 175 pages in 
Volume III and 140 pages in Volume IV) are not relevant. These documents are voluminous, 
duplicative and otherwise irrelevant to the issues on appeal. Rather than burden the Court with 
this material, it should be removed from the record. 
Specifically, in Volume III, Staff asserts that the requested additions to the agency 
record related to PUC Case No. GNR-E-10-04 (pages 575 through 803) are immaterial and/or 
duplicative of the record already a part of the agency’s record on appeal. Likewise, in Volume 
IV, Staff asserts that the requested additions to the record related to PUC Case No. GNR-E-11-
01 (pages 804 through 891) are immaterial and/or duplicative of documents that are already a 
part of the agency’s record on appeal. The requested documents are not part of the agency’s 
record regarding the underlying matters in this appeal, nor were the documents considered by the 
Commission in resolving the issues in this case. To the extent that any of the material might 
have been relevant or considered, it is already a part of the agency’s record in the underlying 
Grouse Creek matters. Removal of the irrelevant and duplicative records would substantially 
reduce the size of the already substantial record in this case. 
NOTICE AND REQUEST FOR HEARING 
When an objection is made to the proposed record on appeal, the Commission 
determines, after hearing, what is to be included in the agency’s record that is sent to the 
Supreme Court. I.A.R. 29(a-b). "In administrative appeals from the Public Utilities 
Commission, . . . the administrative agency shall have continued jurisdiction of the matter and 
the parties . . . including the power to settle the transcript and record on appeal." I.A.R. 13(e). 
Once settled by the Commission, the agency’s record is then filed with the Supreme Court. 
I.A.R. 29(b). 
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"Any objection made to, . . the agency’s record must be accompanied by a notice 
setting the objection for hearing and shall be heard and determined by the . . . administrative 
agency from which the appeal is taken." I.A.R. 29(a). Staff respectfully requests that the PUC 
schedule a hearing for this matter following a regularly scheduled PUC decision meeting during 
the month of January 2013 and issue a Notice of Hearing pursuant to IDAPA 31.01.01.241 with 
at least fourteen (14) days notice. 
CONCLUSION 
Based upon the reasons set forth above, Staff requests that the Commission delete the 
irrelevant and duplicative portions of the record on appeal. Staff respectfully requests that the 
Commission schedule a hearing to consider Staffs objections and issue a Notice of Hearing 
pursuant to IDAPA 31.01.01.241 with at least fourteen (14) days notice. 
Respectfully submitted this 18" 
	 day of December 2012. 
;t 
tine Sasser 
Deputy Attorney General 
Attorney for Respondent 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
O:Supreme Court:Objection to Record_ks 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE THIS 18 0’ DAY OF DECEMBER 2012, 
SERVED THE FOREGOING OBJECTION TO PROPOSED AGENCY’S RECORD ON 
APPEAL; NOTICE AND REQUEST FOR HEARING, IN SUPREME COURT DOCKET 
NO. 39134-2011, IPUC CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61 AND IPC-E-10-62 BY E-MAILING A 
COPY THEREOF TO THE FOLLOWING: 
DONOVAN E. WALKER 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY 
P0 BOX 70 
BOISE ID 83707-0070 
E-MAIL: dwalker@idahopower.com 
 
PETER J RICHARDSON 
GREG ADAMS 
RICHARDSON & O’LEARY PLLC 
515 N. 27 STREET 
BOISE ID 83702 
E-MAIL: peter@xichardsonandolearv.com  
ereg@richardsonando1eary.com  
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Office of the Secretary. 
Service Date 
December 21, 2012 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC and 	 ) 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC, 	 ) SUPREME COURT 
) 
DOCKET NO. 391512011 
Petitioner-Appellant, 	 ) 
) 
VS. 	 ) 
) 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
Respondent-Respondent on Appeal, 
and 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 
Respondent-Intervenor/Respondent 
on Appeal. 
NOTICE OF REARING 
ORDER NO. 32702 
On September 7, 2011, Grouse Creek Wind Park and Grouse Creek Wind Park II 
(collectively "the Grouse Creek projects" or "Grouse Creek") filed a timely Notice of Appeal 
from the Commission’s Final Order on Reconsideration in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-
10-62. On November 4, 2011, a Stipulated Motion to Suspend Appeal and Remand to the 
Administrative Agency was filed pursuant to Appellate Rules 13.2 and 13.3. Grouse Creek, the 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission ("PUC"), and Idaho Power Company (collectively referred to 
as "the Parties") stated that there was "good cause for the Court to grant this Motion in order for 
the Parties to consider a recent decision issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(’FERC’) regarding the subject matter of the appeal." Stipulated Motion at 11. The Court 
granted the Parties’ Motion to Suspend on November 23, 2011. 
On remand, settlement discussions between the Parties were unfruitful. The Parties 
filed legal briefs and the PUC held oral argument on March 7, 2012. On September 7, 2012, the 
PUC issued its Final Reconsideration Order on Remand denying approval of Grouse Creek’s two 
power purchase agreements. Appellant filed an Amended Notice of Appeal with the Court on 
October 19, 2012. On December 18, 2012, pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rules 29(a) and 13(e), 
both Idaho Power and Commission Staff filed objections to the proposed record. Both parties 
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ORDER NO. 32702 
also requested that a hearing be scheduled to allow the Commission to hear the objections and 
determine the appropriate record. 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that the Commission will conduct a hearing in this 
matter on WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 9, 2013, COMMENCING AT 9:30 A.M. IN THE 
COMMISSION’S HEARING ROOM. 472 WEST WASHINGTON STREET, BOISE, 
IDAHO. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that all hearings and prehearing conferences in 
this matter will be held in facilities meeting the accessibility requirements of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). Persons needing the help of a sign language interpreter or other 
assistance in order to participate in or to understand testimony and argument at a public hearing 
may ask the Commission to provide a sign language interpreter or other assistance at the hearing. 
The request for assistance must be received at least five (5) working days before the hearing by 
contacting the Commission Secretary at: 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
P0 BOX 83710 
BOISE, IDAHO 83720-0074 
(208) 334-0338 (Telephone) 
(208) 334-3762 (FAX) 
Email: secretary(puc.idaho.gov  
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that all proceedings in this case will be held 
pursuant to the Commission’s jurisdiction under Title 61 of the Idaho Code and Idaho Appellate 
Rule 29(a). 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that all proceedings in this matter will be 
conducted pursuant to the Commission’s Rules of Procedure, IDAPA 31.01.01.000 et seq. 
ORDER 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Commission shall conduct a hearing in this 
matter on Wednesday, January 9, 2013, commencing at 9:30 a.m. 
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DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission at Boise, Idaho this 2 /  st 
day of December 2012. 
_ mw&  
MUJIIPJ 
 LA 	 PRESIDENT 
MACK A. REDPS1RD , .I.J’a 46R 
d &4A’~S~ 
MARSHA H. SMITH, COMMISSIONER 
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January 18, 2013 
BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK, LLC and 
GROUSE CREEK WIND PARK II, LLC, 
Petitioner-Appellant, 
VS. 
IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
Respondent-Respondent on Appeal, 
and 
SUPREME COURT 
DOCKET NO. 39151-2011 
IPUC CASE NOS. IPC-E-10-61 
IPC-E-10-62 
) 
IDAHO POWER COMPANY, 	 ) ORDER NO. 32720 
) 
Respondent-Intervenor/Respondent 	 ) 
on Appeal. 	 ) 
On September 7, 2011, Grouse Creek Wind Park and Grouse Creek Wind Park II 
(collectively "the Grouse Creek projects" or "Grouse Creek") filed a timely Notice of Appeal 
from the Commission’s Final Order on Reconsideration in Case Nos. IPC-E-10-61 and IPC-E-
10-62. On November 4, 2011, a Stipulated Motion to Suspend Appeal and Remand to the 
Administrative Agency was filed pursuant to Appellate Rules 13.2 and 13.3. Grouse Creek, the 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission ("PUC"), and Idaho Power Company (collectively referred to 
as "the Parties") stated that there was "good cause for the Court to grant this Motion in order for 
the Parties to consider a recent decision issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(’FERC’) regarding the subject matter of the appeal." Stipulated Motion at 11. The Court 
granted the Parties Motion to Suspend on November 23, 2011. 
On remand, settlement discussions between the Parties were unfruitful. The Parties 
filed legal briefs and the PUC held oral argument on March 7, 2012. On September 7, 2012, the 
PUC issued its Final Reconsideration Order on Remand denying approval of Grouse Creek’s two 
power purchase agreements. Appellant’s filed an Amended Notice of Appeal with the Court on 
October 19, 2012. The proposed record was served on all parties on November 20, 2012. On 
December 18, 2012, Commission Staff and Idaho Power filed timely objections to the proposed 
record and requested a hearing pursuant to Appellate Rule 29(a) and 13(e). 
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On December 21, 2012, the Commission issued a Notice setting the matter for 
hearing on January 9, 2013. Order No. 32702. All Parties appeared at hearing and presented 
oral arguments for their respective positions. By this Order, we grant Idaho Power’s and 
Commission Staff’s objections to the record. The agency’s record on appeal shall be amended as 
more fully set out in the body of this Order. 
OBJECTIONS TO THE PROPOSED RECORD 
A. Commission Staffs Objections to the Proposed Record 
Staff objected to the inclusion of voluminous petitions, answers, notices and orders 
from cases which are irrelevant to the issues on appeal. Staff maintained that parts of Volume III 
and Volume IV (approximately 175 pages in Volume III and 140 pages in Volume IV) are 
voluminous, duplicative and otherwise irrelevant to the issues on appeal. Rather than burden the 
Court with this material, Staff argued that it should be removed from the record. 
Specifically, in Volume III, Staff asserted that the requested additions to the agency 
record related to PUC Case No. GNR-E-10-04 (pages 575 through 803) are immaterial and/or 
duplicative of the standard record that is already a part of the agency’s record on appeal. In 
Volume IV, Staff asserted that the requested additions to the record related to PUC Case No. 
GNR-E-1 1-01 (pages 804 through 89 1) are also immaterial and/or duplicative of documents that 
are already a part of the agency’s record on appeal. Staff maintained that the requested 
documents are not part of the agency’s standard record, nor were the documents considered by 
the Commission in resolving the issues in this case. To the extent that any of the material might 
have been relevant or considered, it is already a part of the agency’s record in the underlying 
Grouse Creek matters. 
Staff argued that affidavits, motions, answers, and other documents filed by other 
parties in other cases were clearly not contemplated for inclusion as additional documents under 
Appellate Rule 28(c). Tr. at 48. Staff also noted that Appellate Rule 28(a) encourages the 
Parties to designate an agency record more limited than the standard record. Removal of the 
irrelevant and duplicative records would not only be consistent with the Idaho Appellate Rules 
but would also substantially reduce the size of the already substantial record in this case by more 
than 300 pages. 
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B. Idaho Power’s Objections to the Proposed Record 
Idaho Power objected to the inclusion of all documents that are not part of the 
standard record in the underlying cases on the Grouse Creek Agreements. IPC-E-10-61 and 10-
62. Specifically, Idaho Power asked that pages 553 through 891 be stricken from the proposed 
record. Tr. at 51. These pages include material from two Grouse Creek complaints and two 
cases involving disputes over numerous aspects of Idaho’s application of the Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA). Case Nos, IPC-E-10-29, IPC-E-10-30, GNR-E-10-04 and 
GNR-E- 11-01. Idaho Power also noted that the Grouse Creek complaints included as part of the 
Company’s objection were submitted in this underlying matter on remand as an attachment to an 
affidavit of Grouse Creek’s counsel. Idaho Power Objection at 5, n.1; Tr. at 53. Therefore, 
Idaho Power requests that pages 1179 through 1203 also be stricken. 
Idaho Power maintained it is a fundamental premise of appellate procedure that 
review of a case by conducted based on the record of that case. Tr. at 50. Appellate procedure 
and standards of review do not contemplate that arguments, documents and the record from 
other, unrelated matters be considered on appeal. Moreover, inclusion of such documents could 
cause confusion and unnecessarily enlarges the record on appeal. Id Finally, Idaho Power 
argues that the additional documents requested were not considered by the Commission in its 
resolution of the underlying case in this matter, and concern separate issues that were resolved in 
separate proceedings. 
C. Grouse Creek’s Position Regarding Objections to the Record 
Grouse Creek stated at hearing that it was willing to stipulate to removal of portions 
of the record that were objected to by Commission Staff and Idaho Power "in exchange for 
concessions not to add materials from these other cases themselves." Tr. at 52. However, the 
Parties were unable to agree to a stipulation. Id. at 55. 
DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 
When an objection is made to the proposed record on appeal, the Commission 
determines, after hearing, what is to be included in the agency’s record that is sent to the 
Supreme Court. I.A.R. 29(a-b). "In administrative appeals from the Public Utilities 
Commission,. . . the administrative agency shall have continued jurisdiction of the matter and 
the parties . . . including the power to settle the transcript and record on appeal." I.A.R. 13(e). 
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Once settled by the Commission, the agency’s record is then flied with the Supreme Court. 
I.A.R. 29(b). 
The Commission finds that the numerous and random filings from the Grouse Creek 
complaints and the two PURPA cases are irrelevant and inclusion of them is unnecessary to a 
determination of the underlying matter in this case. To the extent that final decisions of the 
Commission from those cases were considered in the resolution of this matter, they are already 
included by reference and citation in the final Orders from this case. However, the final Orders 
from the other cases were not appealed and have become final and conclusive Orders of the 
Commission not subject to collateral attack. Idaho Code 61-625. Moreover, we find that 
motions, answers, affidavits and similar filings made by other parties in other proceedings 
unrelated to the case presently on appeal are outside the scope of the "additional documents" 
contemplated by Rule 28(c) for supplementing a record on appeal. 
The Commission finds that removal of pages 553 through 891 and 1179 through 1203 
will provide a more concise and relevant agency record on appeal. Removal of the superfluous 
material is also consistent with the directive provided by Rule 28(a) that encourages parties to 
limit the record on appeal. 
ORDER 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Record on Appeal be revised to reflect the 
deletions of pages 553 through 891 and pages 1179 through 1203. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 29(a), the 
Record is hereby settled. The Commission Secretary shall file a copy of this Order amending the 
agency’s proposed Record on Appeal with the Supreme Court. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Commission Secretary shall file copies of the 
settled Record in accordance with the Idaho Appellate Rules (I.A.R. 29(b)). 
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ORDER NO.  4 
DONE by Order of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission at Boise, Idaho this I 
day of January 2013. 
PAUL KJELLXN4)W PRESIDENT  
MACK A. REDFORD, COMMISSIONER 
MARSHA H. SMITH, COMMISSIONER 
ATTEST: 
/14- 
Øn D. JewelV 
6mmission Secretary 
O:Supreme Court Cases:IPC-E- 10-61_62_Objection to Record_ks 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
OF AGENCY RECORD ON APPEAL 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE THIS 
	 DAY OF JANUARY, 
2013, SERVED THE FOREGOING AGENCY RECORD ON APPEAL, IN SUPREME 
COURT DOCKET NO. 39151-2011, BY HAND DELIVERING A COPY THEREOF TO THE 
FOLLOWING: 
Ronald L. Williams 
	 Kristine Sasser 
Williams Bradbury, P.C. 
1015 W. Hays St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
Attorneys for Petitioner-Appellant 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, LLC 
Grouse Creek Wind Park, II, LLC 
Deputy Attorney General 
Donald L. Howell, II 
Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
P. 0. Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0074 
Attorneys for Respondent-Respondent on Appeal 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
Donovan E. Walker 
Idaho Power Company 
1221 West Idaho (83702) 
P. 0. Box 70 
Boise, ID 83707 
Attorney for Respondent-Intervenor 
Idaho Power Company 
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CERTIFICATE OF RECORD ON APPEAL 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) 	 ss. 
COUNTY OF ADA ) 
I, Jean D. Jewell, Secretary of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, pursuant to 
the provisions of Sections 61-620, 61-732 and 13-215, Idaho Code, do hereby certify that the 
foregoing papers are the pleadings, findings of the Commission, orders appealed from and all other 
papers designated by the Commission in Order No. 32720 to be included in the settled Agency’s 
Record in this matter; 
THAT all papers comprising the settled Agency’s Record were compiled and 
prepared under my direction and are true and correct copies of the proceedings before the 
Commission in this case; 
THAT said Agency’s Record was compiled by me on to compact disks (read-only 
CD-ROMs) to form the Record on Appeal, which constitutes the full and complete record in this 
cause on appeal to the Supreme Court of the State of Idaho; 
THAT said Agency’s Record was prepared and three (3) electronic copies filed with 
the Supreme Court, one electronic copy provided to the petitioner/appellant, one electronic copy 
provided to the respondent/intervenor, and one electronic copy provided to the 
respondent/respondent on appeal. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission this Q25 day of January, 2013. 
jJeewell 
 mission Secretary 
CERTIFICATE OF 
RECORD ON APPEAL 
399 of 399
 F RECORD ON A PEAL 
FIDAHO ) 
) 
 OF ADA 
Jean . , f lic tilities Commi sion, pursuant to 
f e ti  61- , 61-73  and 13-215,  c rti t t the 
i s, findings of the Co mi sion, orders a pealed from and all other 
 i r   t e included in the se tled Agency'
 tter; 
 a l papers comprising the settled Agency's Record w re compiled and 
red under my direction and are true and corre t copies of the proceedings before the 
 i  t is case; 
 said Agency's Record was compiled by me on to compact di ks (read-only 
f r  the Record on A peal, which constitutes the full and complet  record in this 
 t  t e Supreme Court of the State of Idaho; 
 said Agency's ecord as prepared and three (3) electronic copies filed with 
 ourt, one electronic copy provided to the petitioner/appellant, one electronic copy 
ovided  the respondent tervenor, and o  electro  copy provided to the 
t/r s ondent on appeal. 
  E F,    ffixed the seal of the 
tilities ommi sion this :;..~   , . 
~ew n
Co mi sion Secretary 
  
  PPE L 
